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AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards; can be either federal (National AAQS) or State (California AAQS) 
AB Assembly Bill 
ACEC Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACM Asbestos Containing Materials 
Adopted Area Plan The adopted Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan) was adopted by the Los 

Angeles County Board of Supervisors on December 4, 1986. It contains regional goals and policies 
pertaining to land use, housing, community revitalization, community design, human resources, 
circulation, public services and facilities, governmental services, environmental resource management, 
noise abatement, seismic safety, public safety, and energy conservation. 

ADT Average Daily Traffic 
af Acre-foot 
afy Acre-feet per year (a water quantity measure) 
ALUC Airport Land Use Commission 
ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
amsl above mean sea level 
ANF Angeles National Forest 
Antelope Valley Region The Antelope Valley Region generally describes the Project Area, but also includes the Cities of 

Lancaster and Palmdale. 
APE Area of Project Effect 
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 
ARA Agricultural Resource Areas 
AVAA Antelope Valley Adjudication Area 
AVAQMD Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 
AVEK Antelope Valley‐East Kern Water Agency 
BAU Business As Usual, a phrase used by CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan to refer to the 

scenario without any action taken to reduce GHG emissions 
bgs Below Ground Surface 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BMPs Best Management Practices 
BP Before Present (a measure of time) 
CAA Federal Clean Air Act (42 United States Code §§ 101 et seq.) 
CAFÉ Standards Federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, created by the 2007 Energy Bill, are new 

standards for increases in fleetwide fuel economy for passenger vehicles and light trucks 
CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention Program 
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
CalEEMod California Emission Estimator Model developed by the SCAQMD used to calculate construction and 

operational phase emissions of mass criteria pollutants and GHGs 
CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
CALGreen California Green Building Standards Code 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CCAP Community Climate Action Plan 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CCR California Code of Regulations (includes the CEQA Guidelines) 
CDC California Department of Conservation 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife (formerly known as California Department of Fish and 

Game) 
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List of Defined Terms and Abbreviations for the Antelope Valley Area Plan Draft EIR 
Abbreviation, Acronym, or Name Term or Definition 

CEC California Energy Commission 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq.) 
CEQA Guidelines Title 14, Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15000 et seq. 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CFC Chlorofluorocarbons, a category of greenhouse gases 
CFC California Fire Code 
CFD Community Facilities District 
CGS California Geological Survey 
CH4 Methane, a greenhouse gas 
CMP Congestion Management Plan 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL Community Equivalent Noise Level 
CNPS California Native Plant Society 
CNRA California Natural Resources Agency 
CO Carbon Monoxide (federal and State criteria air pollutant) 
CO2e Carbon dioxide-equivalent greenhouse gas emissions 
COE Los Angeles County Office of Education 
COG Council of Governments 
County County of Los Angeles, an administrative body 
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 
CRPR California Rare Plant Ranks 
CRS Community Rating System 
CSMD Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District 
CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency 
CWA Clean Water Act 
D/C Demand-to-Capacity Ratio 
dB Decibel 
dBA A-Weighted Decibel 
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 
DOF California Department of Finance 
DOT Department of Transportation (US) 
DOGGR Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources 
DPH Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 
DPR Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation 
DPM Diesel particulate matter 
DPW Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
DRECP Draft Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
DRP Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances 
du Dwelling unit 
EAVTAM Enhanced Antelope Valley Transportation Analysis Model 
EEP Energy and Environmental Program 
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List of Defined Terms and Abbreviations for the Antelope Valley Area Plan Draft EIR 
Abbreviation, Acronym, or Name Term or Definition 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 
EMS Emergency medical services 
EOA Economic Opportunity Area 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency (US) 
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
ESCP Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FDPA Flood Disaster Protection Act 
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 
FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FIS Flood Insurance Study 
FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
FRA Federal Railroad Administration 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
GHG Greenhouse gas 
gpcd Gallons per capita per day 
gpd Gallons per day 
GWH Gigawatt-hours 
GWP Global Warming Potential 
H2S Hydrogen Sulfide 
HCFC Hydrochlorofluorocarbons, a category of greenhouse gases 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 
HFC Hydrofluorocarbons, a category of greenhouse gases 
HMA Hillside Management Area 
HMMP Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
HOV High-Occupancy Vehicle 
HQTA High Quality Transit Area 
HRA Health Risk Assessment 
HVAC Heating, ventilating, and air conditioning system 
HWMU Hazardous Waste Management Unit 
Hz Hertz 
IBA California Audubon–designated State Important Bird Area 
ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
IRA Identified Resource Area 
IRWM Integrated Regional Water Management 
kV Kilovolt 
kWh Kilowatt-hours 
LACFCD Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
LACoFD Los Angeles County Fire Department 
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LACSD Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
LACWD Los Angeles County Waterworks District 
LA-RICS Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communication System 
LASD Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 
LAWA Los Angeles World Airports 
LAX Los Angeles International Airport 
lbs Pounds 
LCFS Low-Carbon Fuel Standard 
LID Low Impact Development 
LLAD Landscaping and Lighting District 
LOMC Letter of Map Change 
LOS Level of Service 
LPNF Los Padres National Forest 
LRA Local Responsibility Area 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin 
Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (branded as Metro) is the California state-

chartered regional transportation planning agency (RTPA) and public transportation operating agency 
for the County of Los Angeles formed in 1993. 

mgd Million gallons per day 
Mitigation Measures (MMs) A measure recommended in accordance with CEQA to reduce or avoid an environmental impact that 

is identified as significant. 
MMT Million Metric Tons 
MOA Military Operation Area 
mpg Miles per gallon 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization (in our case SCAG) 
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
MT Metric Ton 
MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
N2O Nitrous Oxide, a greenhouse gas 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NCCP/HCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 
NHPA National Habitat Preservation Authority 
NO Nitric Oxide 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide, a secondary air pollutant 
NOP  Notice of Preparation. A notice under CEQA that the lead agency has decided to prepare an EIR and 

is soliciting comments from responsible and other agencies 
NOX Nitrogen Oxides (federal and State criteria air pollutant), an Ozone precursor 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NPDWR National Primary Drinking Water Regulations 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
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O2 Oxygen 
O3 Ozone, a secondary air pollutant 
OAERP Operational Area Emergency Response Plan 
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
OEM Office of Emergency Management 
OES California Office of Emergency Services 
OHP Office of Historic Preservation 
OHWM Ordinary high water mark 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration (US) 
OWCMP Los Angeles County Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan 
OWTS On-Site Wastewater Treatment System 
Pb Lead (federal and State criteria air pollutant) 
P-C Production-Consumption Region 
PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
PFCs Perfluorocarbons, a category of greenhouse gases 
PM10 Coarse Inhalable Particulate Matter (federal and State criteria air pollutant) 
PM2.5 Fine Inhalable Particulate Matter (federal and State criteria air pollutant) 
PPA Park Planning Area 
PRC California Public Resources Code 
PRD Permit Registration Document 
Project Area The Project Area includes all areas subject to the Proposed Project. The Project Area includes all 

unincorporated areas located in Northern Los Angeles County and located north of the cities of Santa 
Clarita, Los Angeles and Pasadena and the San Gabriel Valley. The Project Area excludes the 
incorporated cities of Lancaster and Palmdale, which are surrounded by the Project Area.  

Proposed Area Plan The Proposed Area Plan refers to the Proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan, which is component of the 
Proposed Project 

Proposed Project The Proposed Project is the Proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan Update, which is a comprehensive 
update of the 1986 Antelope Valley Area Plan. The Proposed Project includes updated goals and 
policies, identification of implementing programs and associated zoning consistency and ordinances as 
well as a new Land Use Policy Map for the Project Area. 

PWD Palmdale Water District 
QHWD Quartz Hill Water District 
RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan, a major advisory plan prepared by SCAG that addresses important 

regional issues such as housing, traffic/transportation, water and air quality 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCSD Rosamond Community Services District 
RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan, a regional transportation investment framework prepared by SCAG to 

address the region’s transportation and related challenges 
RWMG Regional Water Management Group 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
SB Senate Bill 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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List of Defined Terms and Abbreviations for the Antelope Valley Area Plan Draft EIR 
Abbreviation, Acronym, or Name Term or Definition 

SCE Southern California Edison 
SCGC Southern California Gas Company 
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy, an advisory land use plan to be adopted by MPOs pursuant to SB 

375 as part of their next RTP 
SEA Significant Ecological Area 
SF6 Sulfur Hexafluoride 
SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area 
SHBC State Historical Building Code 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
SHRC State Historical Resources Commission 
SIP California State Implementation Plan (air quality) 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide (federal and State criteria air pollutant) 
SOX Sulfur Oxides 
SoCAB South Coast Air Basin 
SP Service Population, a population measure (including residents, employees and, in the SEIR, adult 

students) used to determine the efficiency metric used as a GHG significance threshold under the 
SCAQMD's draft methodology 

sq. ft. Square feet 
SRA Seismic Response Area 
SWP State Water Project 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
SZ Scientific Resource Zone 
TAC Toxic Air Contaminant (as defined in the California Health and Safety Code) 
TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone 
T-BACT Best Available Control Technologies 
TCE Trichloroethylene  
TDS Total Dissolved Solids 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
TTCP Traditional Tribal Cultural Places 
UFP Ultrafine particle 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USFS United States Forest Service 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
V/C Volume to Capacity 
VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
VMT Vehicle miles traveled 
VOC Volatile Organic Compound (federal and State criteria air pollutant), an ozone precursor 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirements 
WEMO West Mojave Plan 
WRP Water Reclamation Plant 
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WSA Water Supply Assessment (per SB 610) 
WTP Water Treatment Plant 
WWD40 Los Angeles County Waterworks District 40 
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1. Executive Summary 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) addresses the environmental effects associated with the 
implementation of  the proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan (Proposed Project). The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that local government agencies, prior to taking action on 
projects over which they have discretionary approval authority, consider the environmental consequences of  
such projects. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is a public document designed to provide the public, 
and local and state governmental-agency decision makers, with an analysis of  potential environmental 
consequences to support informed decision making.  

This DEIR has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of  CEQA as set forth in the Public Resources 
Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of  Regulations Section 
15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines). The County of  Los Angeles, as the lead agency, has reviewed and revised 
as necessary all submitted drafts, technical studies, and reports to reflect its own independent judgment, 
including reliance on applicable County technical personnel from other departments and review of  all 
technical subconsultant reports. 

Data for this DEIR was obtained from field observations, discussions with affected agencies, analysis of  
adopted plans and policies, review of  available studies, reports, data and similar literature, and specialized 
environmental assessments (air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, transportation and traffic). 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES 
This DEIR has been prepared pursuant to CEQA to assess the environmental effects associated with 
implementation of  the Proposed Project, as well as anticipated future discretionary actions and approvals. 
The six main objectives of  this document as established by CEQA are listed below: 

1) To disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental effects of  proposed activities. 

2) To identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage. 

3) To prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of  feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures. 

4) To disclose to the public reasons for agency approval of  projects with significant environmental effects. 

5) To foster interagency coordination in the review of  projects. 

6) To enhance public participation in the planning process. 
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An EIR is the most comprehensive form of  environmental documentation identified in CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines and provides the information needed to assess the environmental consequences of  a 
proposed project, to the extent feasible. EIRs are intended to provide an objective, factually supported, full-
disclosure analysis of  the environmental consequences associated with a proposed project that has the 
potential to result in significant, adverse environmental impacts. 

An EIR is also one of  various decision-making tools used by a lead agency to consider the merits and 
disadvantages of  a project that is subject to its discretionary authority. Prior to approving a proposed project, 
the lead agency must consider the information contained in the EIR, determine whether the EIR was 
properly prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, determine that it reflects the 
independent judgment of  the lead agency, adopt findings concerning the project’s significant environmental 
impacts and alternatives, and must adopt a Statement of  Overriding Considerations if  the proposed project 
would result in significant impacts that cannot be avoided. 

1.2.1 EIR Organization  
This DEIR has been organized as described below. 

Section 1. Executive Summary: Summarizes the background and description of the Proposed Project, the 
format of this EIR, project alternatives, any critical issues remaining to be resolved, and the potential 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project. 

Section 2. Introduction: Describes the purpose of this EIR, background on the Proposed Project, the 
Notice of Preparation, the use of incorporation by reference, and Final EIR certification. 

Section 3. Project Description: A detailed description of the project, the objectives of the Proposed 
Project, the Project Area and location, approvals anticipated to be included as part of the project, the 
necessary environmental clearances for the project, and the intended uses of this EIR. 

Section 4. Environmental Setting: A description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project as they existed at the time the Notice of Preparation was published, from both a local 
and regional perspective. The environmental setting provides baseline physical conditions from which the 
lead agency determines the significance of environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Section 5. Environmental Analysis: Provides, for each environmental parameter analyzed, a description of 
the thresholds used to determine if a significant impact would occur; the methodology to identify and 
evaluate the potential impacts of the Proposed Project; the existing environmental setting; the potential 
adverse and beneficial effects of the Proposed Project; the level of impact significance before mitigation; the 
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project; the level of significance of the adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Project after mitigation is incorporated and the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project and other existing, approved, and proposed development in the area. 

Section 6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Describes the significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 
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Section 7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project: Describes the impacts of the alternatives to the Proposed 
Project, including the No Project/Adopted Area Plan Alternative, Reduced Intensity Alternative, and 
Alternative Land Use Policy Map. 

Section 8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant: Briefly describes the potential impacts of the Proposed 
Project that were determined not to be significant by the Notice of Preparation and were therefore not 
discussed in detail in this EIR. 

Section 9. Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the Proposed Project: Describes the significant 
irreversible environmental changes associated with the project. 

Section 10. Growth-Inducing Impacts of  the Proposed Project: Describes the ways in which the 
proposed project would cause increases in employment or population that could result in new physical or 
environmental impacts. 

Section 11. Organizations and Persons Consulted: Lists the people and organizations that were contacted 
during the preparation of this EIR for the Proposed Project. 

Section 12. Qualifications of  Persons Preparing EIR: Lists the people who prepared this EIR for the 
Proposed Project. 

Section 13. Bibliography: A bibliography of the technical reports and other documentation used in the 
preparation of this EIR for the Proposed Project. 

Appendices. The appendices for this document contain the following supporting documents: 

 Appendix A: Notice of  Preparation (NOP) 

 Appendix B:  NOP Comments 

 Appendix C: Land Use and Zoning 

 Appendix D: Proposed Ordinance Amendments 

 Appendix E: Buildout Methodology 

 Appendix F : Air Quality/GHG Modeling 

 Appendix G: Biological Information 

 Appendix H: Cultural Resources Study 

 Appendix I:  Noise Data 

 Appendix J:  Public Services Correspondence 

 Appendix K: Traffic Study 

1.2.2 Type and Purpose of This DEIR 
This DEIR has been prepared to satisfy the requirements for a Program EIR. Although the legally required 
contents of  a Program EIR are the same as those of  a Project EIR, Program EIRs are typically more 
conceptual and may contain a more general or qualitative discussion of  impacts, alternatives, and mitigation 
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measures than a Project EIR. As provided in Section 15168 of  the State CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR 
may be prepared on a series of  actions that may be characterized as one large project. Use of  a Program EIR 
provides the County (as lead agency) with the opportunity to consider broad policy alternatives and program-
wide mitigation measures and provides the County with greater flexibility to address project-specific and 
cumulative environmental impacts on a comprehensive basis. 

Agencies generally prepare Program EIRs for programs or a series of  related actions that are linked geo-
graphically, are logical parts of  a chain of  contemplated events, rules, regulations, or plans that govern the 
conduct of  a continuing program, or are individual activities carried out under the same authority and having 
generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways. 

Once a Program EIR has been prepared, subsequent activities within the program must be evaluated to 
determine whether an additional CEQA document needs to be prepared. However, if  the Program EIR 
addresses the program’s effects as specifically and comprehensively as possible, many subsequent activities 
could be found to be within the Program EIR scope and additional environmental documents may not be 
required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c]). When a Program EIR is relied on for a subsequent activity, the 
lead agency must incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the Program EIR 
into the subsequent activities (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c][3]). If  a subsequent activity would have 
effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, the lead agency must prepare a new Initial Study leading 
to a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an EIR. In this case, the Program EIR still 
serves a valuable purpose as the first-tier environmental analysis. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168[b]) 
encourage the use of  Program EIRs, citing five advantages: 

 Provide a more exhaustive consideration of  impacts and alternatives than would be practical in an 
individual EIR; 

 Focus on cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; 

 Avoid continual reconsideration of  recurring policy issues; 

 Consider broad policy alternatives and programmatic mitigation measures at an early stage when the 
agency has greater flexibility to deal with them; and, 

 Reduce paperwork by encouraging the reuse of  data (through tiering). 

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION 
The area subject to the Proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan Update (Project Area) is located in the northern 
part of  Los Angeles County, covering approximately 1,800 square miles. The Project Area includes over two 
dozen unincorporated communities, and borders Ventura County to the west, Kern County to the north, San 
Bernardino County to the east, and the Cities of  Santa Clarita, Los Angeles, Pasadena, Sierra Madre, Duarte, 
Azusa, and Glendora to the south. The Project Area excludes the incorporated cities of  Lancaster and 
Palmdale, which are surrounded by the Project Area. California Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 14 (SR-14) 
connects the Project Area to the Santa Clarita Valley to the southwest. The southern portion of  the Project 
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Area, which contains the San Gabriel Mountains, is directly north of  the San Gabriel Valley. The regional 
location of  Los Angeles County and the Project Area is shown in Figure 3-1, Regional Vicinity Map. 

The Project Area includes only the unincorporated areas of  the Antelope Valley Region. These 
unincorporated areas contain large amounts of  sparsely populated land and include the Angeles National 
Forest, part of  the Los Padres National Forest, and part of  the Mojave Desert. As shown in Figure 3-2, 
Unincorporated Areas of  Los Angeles County, the Project Area surrounds, and therefore excludes, the cities of  
Lancaster and Palmdale. 

1.4 PROJECT SUMMARY 
The proposed project includes the following components: 

 Project No. R2007-02733-(5) 

 RADV 200700019 (Antelope Valley Area Plan) 

 RADV 201400009 (Zoning consistency program, including new zones and other ordinance amendments) 

 RZC 201400009 (Zone changes of  property) 

 RENV 201400201 (Environmental Impact Report) 

Each of  these components is discussed below. 

1.4.1 Project Background 
The adopted Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan) was adopted by the Los Angeles 
County Board of  Supervisors on December 4, 1986. It contains regional goals and policies pertaining to land 
use, housing, community revitalization, community design, human resources, circulation, public services and 
facilities, governmental services, environmental resource management, noise abatement, seismic safety, public 
safety, and energy conservation. 

The proposed Area Plan and associated zoning consistency (Proposed Project) is a comprehensive update to 
the adopted 1986 Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan). It is the result of  a highly 
inclusive and extensive community participation program launched in the fall of  2007. Through a series of  at 
least 23 community meetings, residents and other stakeholders worked alongside County planners to develop 
a shared vision of  the future, identify community issues, draft proposals for the future, and prioritize their 
recommendations, forming the foundation of  the proposed Area Plan. Building on the foundation laid by the 
region’s communities and from input with other stakeholders, planners partnered with other County 
departments to explore the recommendations, refine the proposed goals and policies, plan for program 
implementation, and gather support to ensure success. 
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1.4.2 Proposed Area Plan 
The Proposed Project is a comprehensive update of  the 1986 Antelope Valley Area Plan. The project 
includes updated goals and policies, identification of  implementing programs and associated zoning 
consistency and ordinances as well as a new Land Use Policy Map for the Project Area. 

The Proposed Project identifies 1) Rural Preserve Areas, where residential densities would be reduced in 
order to protect important ecological and agricultural resources as well as minimize development in very high 
hazard areas; 2) Rural Town Areas, where maximum residential densities and minimum lot sizes would be 
established to preserve rural character; 3) Rural Town Centers, where urban commercial uses would be 
discouraged but rural commercial uses would be incentivized; and 4) Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), 
where plans for major infrastructure development are underway that may create the need for more detailed 
planning activities for these areas in the future. The Proposed Area Plan anticipates that future planning may 
be needed in these areas to determine any appropriate land use and zoning changes needed when these 
infrastructure projects are completed. 

As a component of  the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Area Plan would refine the countywide goals 
and policies in the Adopted General Plan by addressing specific issues relevant to the Project Area, such as 
community maintenance and appearance, preservation of  rural character, open space, and agricultural lands, 
and provides more specific guidance on elements already found in the Adopted General Plan. All issues not 
covered in the Area Plan are addressed by the Adopted General Plan.  

As stated above, the Proposed Area Plan would replace all elements, including the Land Use Policy Map, of  
the Adopted Area Plan. In addition, the adoption of  the Area Plan will also amend the Adopted General Plan 
to reflect updated policy maps regarding the Highway Plan, hazards and resources, and Significant Ecological 
Areas (SEAs), etc. The Proposed Project will also include an expansion of  the proposed boundaries of  the 
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) in the Antelope Valley. These updated SEA boundaries are one of  the 
main underpinnings of  the proposed Land Use Policy Map of  the Proposed Area Plan and is thus integrally 
incorporated into the Land Use Policy Map as indicated in Maps 2.1 through 2.3 of  the Proposed Area Plan. 

As stated above, the proposed Area Plan would replace all elements and portions of  the Land Use Policy Map 
of  the Adopted Area Plan.  

The proposed Area Plan is organized into the following chapters: 

 Introduction. This chapter presents the Proposed Area Plan’s purpose and values, the geographic area, 
and the communities’ vision statement. 

 Land Use Element. This chapter discusses how the communities’ vision translates into a development 
pattern through the concept of  land use. The element contains two major components: the land use 
goals and policies, and the Land Use Policy Map. Proposed goals and policies articulate how the Area 
Plan’s vision statement, Rural Preservation Strategy and incorporation of  EOAs would be achieved by 
setting out intended land use outcomes. As a visual reflection of  these goals and policies, the Land Use 
Policy Map identifies the types, locations and development intensities of  land uses for unincorporated 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

1. Executive Summary 

August 2014 Page 1-7 

areas of  the Project Area. The Land Use Policy Map is shown in Figure 3-4 (a through c), Proposed Land 
Use Policy Map. 

 Mobility Element. This chapter describes the multimodal approach to moving around the Project Area. 
This element creates a framework for a balanced, multi-modal transportation system in the Project Area 
through goals and policies that address three topics: regional movement of  services and goods, local 
transportation meeting the needs of  residents, and the balance required to meet the demands of  both. 
The Proposed Highway Plan is shown on Figure 3-5. 

 Economic Development Element. This chapter discusses the ways that economic activities can be 
promoted in the Antelope Valley in a sustainable and ecologically sensitive manner. The chapter aims to 
balance economic growth with the preservation of  the Project Area’s unique rural character and 
environmental resources. 

 Conservation and Open Space Element. This chapter describes conservation efforts to address 
potential threats to natural resources. Goals and policies are provided to protect the region’s 
environmentally significant undisturbed natural spaces, make use of  natural resources, and provide open 
space areas for recreation and enjoyment. The element identifies the resources and open spaces which 
may be developed, and gives guidance as to how sustainable land development can be conducted in the 
future. In addition, it identifies areas that are to be preserved from development, or are unsuitable for 
development due to hazards. 

 Public Safety, Services, & Facilities Element. This chapter provides measures to ensure services are 
in place to maintain the safety and welfare of  residents. Goals and policies outline strategies intended to 
fulfill the County’s mission to “enrich lives through effective and caring service.” The element identifies 
local hazards related to fires, geology, and floods. It also elaborates on community expectations for local 
services that include law enforcement, parks, schools, libraries, health facilities, and economic 
development. 

 Community-Specific Land Use Concepts. This chapter highlights each established town and describes 
its land use form in more detail. The chapter attempts to provide expectations for how each rural 
community may change and grow throughout the life of  the Proposed Area Plan. Land use concepts 
specify the desired land uses for each community and identify potentially incompatible land uses that 
would not be desirable. The chapter is intended to be used by residents, stakeholders, and decision-
makers when considering the appropriateness of  land use development projects, infrastructure 
improvements, and conservations efforts. 

 Plan Implementation. This chapter describes future planning activities that will be undertaken to 
further implement the goals and policies described in the Proposed Area Plan. This chapter aims to 
provide the general framework for these activities as a guide for the County and the public in pursuing 
these implementing planning activities in the future. 
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Policy Highlights of the Area Plan 
The following discussion describes the major land use strategies in the Proposed Area Plan, which are 
supported by goals, policies, programs, and strategic changes to the Land Use Policy Map. 

Rural Preservation Strategy 

The Area Plan includes a new “Rural Preservation Strategy” that addresses issues of  regional significance in a 
manner that builds upon the communities’ vision statement and is based on four types of  environments–rural 
town center areas, rural town areas, rural preserve areas, and EOAs–that serve different purposes. 

 Rural town centers are the focal points of  rural communities, accessible by a range of  transportation 
options to reduce private vehicle trips, serving the daily needs of  residents, and providing local 
employment opportunities. These areas would be designated for commercial and/or industrial use as they 
are in the Adopted Area Plan, but some of  these areas would also allow a mix of  commercial and 
residential uses. 

 Rural town areas provide a transition between rural town center areas and rural preserve areas. They are 
occupied by a mix of  residential and light agricultural uses. The majority of  new residential development 
should be directed to these areas, provided that such development is consistent with the existing 
community character and allows for light agricultural, equestrian, and animal-keeping uses where 
appropriate. Accordingly, allowable residential densities in these areas would generally be equal to, or 
greater than, allowable residential densities in the Adopted Area Plan. These areas would provide 
transportation linkages to rural town center areas and other nearby destination points. 

 Rural preserve areas are the portions of  the Project Area which are currently largely undeveloped and 
are generally not served by existing infrastructure and public facilities. Many of  these areas contain 
Special Management Areas, such as Significant Ecological Areas, Agricultural Resource Areas, and 
Seismic Hazard Zones as defined in the Adopted General Plan. Therefore, residential development in 
these areas should be limited to single-family homes at very low densities. Accordingly, allowable 
residential densities in these areas would generally be far less than allowable residential densities in the 
adopted Area Plan. These areas are less likely to benefit from increased property tax revenues and 
developer fees, which may make it difficult to fund additional infrastructure, such as major roadways, 
water lines, and sewer lines. The Rural Preservation Strategy acknowledges this by directing additional 
infrastructure to rural town center areas and rural town areas, where the placement of  additional 
infrastructure would be more cost-effective and would generally have fewer effects on the environment. 

Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) 

The Proposed Area Plan also identifies three EOAs. These are areas where plans for major infrastructure 
projects are underway that would create conditions for development vastly different than currently existing on 
the ground. Because of  ongoing plans by Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) and the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) to build the High Desert Corridor 
Project in the eastern Antelope Valley, and the Northwest 138 Corridor Improvement Project in the western 
Antelope Valley, the Area Plan identifies three EOAs:  
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 East EOA. This area encompasses the communities of  Lake Los Angeles, Sun Village, Littlerock, 
Pearblossom, Llano and Crystalaire. 

 Central EOA. This area is located along Avenue D, just north of  Fox Field Airport and west of  the CA-
14 Freeway. 

 West EOA. This area is located along Highway 138 east and west of  the California Aqueduct and 
including portions of  Neenach. 

The Proposed Area Plan includes an implementation program for future community plans if  warranted, to 
further analyze the effects of  planned infrastructure projects in these areas, and recommend land use and 
zoning changes and revised policies as necessary. Prior to any master-planned development approval in the 
West EOA, a specific plan, community plan, or other similar planning document is required to ensure orderly 
development. 

Special Management Areas 

The county’s existing Special Management Areas require additional development regulations that are 
necessary to prevent the loss of  life and property, and to protect the natural environment and important 
resources. Special Management Areas include but are not limited to Agricultural Resource Areas, Airport 
Influence Areas, Seismic Hazard Zones, Flood Hazard Zones, Significant Ecological Areas, Hillside 
Management Areas, and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The Proposed Project minimizes risks to 
hazards and limits development in Special Management Areas through refined goals, policies, and programs 
from the Adopted General Plan. 

Agricultural Resource Areas (ARAs) are areas where the Proposed Project promotes the preservation of  
agricultural land. These areas are protected by policies to prevent the conversion of  farmland to incompatible 
uses. 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) include undisturbed or lightly disturbed habitat supporting valuable 
and threatened species, linkages and corridors to promote species movement, and are sized to support 
sustainable populations of  its component species. The objective of  the SEA Program is to preserve the 
genetic and physical diversity of  the County by designing biological resource areas capable of  sustaining 
themselves into the future. However SEAs are not wilderness preserves. Much of  the land in SEAs is 
privately held, used for public recreation or abutting developed areas. Thus the SEA Program is intended to 
ensure that privately held lands within the SEAs retain the right of  reasonable use, while avoiding activities 
and development projects that are incompatible with the long term survival of  the SEAs. As part of  the 
Countywide General Plan Update, an update to the existing Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance has been 
proposed. Although the SEA Ordinance update is not part of  this Proposed Project, the updated SEA 
boundaries are part of  the Proposed Project and the Proposed Land Use Policy Maps are based on the 
updated boundaries. The updated SEA boundaries for the Project Area are shown on Figure 3-6. 
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Hillside Management Areas (HMAs) are areas with a natural slope gradient of  25 percent or steeper. The 
adopted provisions regulating HMAs ensure that development preserves the physical character and scenic 
value in HMAs. 

Zoning Consistency 
Proposed Zoning Map Amendments 

In order to maintain consistency between the updated Area Plan Land Use Policy Map and the Zoning Map, 
rezoning is necessary where the proposed land use designation would no longer be consistent with Area Plan 
Land Use Policy Map. The Area Plan Land Use Policy Map establishes the long-range vision for general 
intended uses. In addition, the zoning consistency program also includes amendments to the Zoning Code. 
Title 22 (Planning and Zoning) of  the Los Angeles County Code (Zoning Code herein) and Zoning Map 
implement that vision by providing details on specific allowable uses. The Proposed Zoning is shown in 
Figure 3-7 (a through c), Proposed Zoning. A complete description of  the proposed land use and zoning 
changes is included in Appendix C of  this DEIR. 

Proposed Amendments to the Zoning Code 

In order to implement goals and policies included in the Proposed Area Plan and to ensure zoning 
consistency, revisions to the Zoning Code will be part of  the Proposed Project. These include the creation of  
the following two new zones, which are included in their entirety in Appendix D of  this DEIR: 

 C-RU Rural Commercial Zone: Zone C-RU provides detailed uses, development standards, and 
procedures for low-intensity commercial uses that are compatible with rural, agricultural, and low-density 
residential uses. The intent of  the zone is to serve the diverse economic needs of  rural communities, 
while preserving their unique characters and identities. 

 MXD-RU Mixed Use Rural Zone: Zone MXD-RU provides detailed uses, development standards, and 
procedures for a limited mix of  commercial uses and very low-density multifamily residential uses on the 
same lot within rural town centers. 

Additional amendments to Title 22 of  the County Code would do the following: 

 Update applicability criteria for the existing provisions regulating SEAs. 

 Add “museums” and “zip-lines” to the list of  uses allowed in the Commercial-Recreation (C-R) Zone. 

1.4.3 Physical Development under the Proposed Project  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d), this DEIR determines whether there are direct physical 
changes and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment that would be caused by the 
Proposed Project. Specifically, this DEIR focuses on impacts from changes to land use associated with 
buildout of  the proposed land use maps and impacts from overall population and employment growth in the 
Project Area. The ultimate development of  unincorporated areas is not tied to a specific timeline. 
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Buildout projections for the Proposed Project are shown in Table 1-1, Buildout Projections for the Proposed Project. 
These buildout projections are used throughout this DEIR to estimate the magnitude of  development that 
would likely occur within the Project Area upon buildout of  the Proposed Project. The total acreage for each 
land use designation is used to estimate the number of  dwelling units, residents, square feet of  nonresidential 
uses, and jobs that would be generated. These projections are used extensively in the analysis of  potential 
project impacts such as increases in air quality, noise, and traffic. 

It is impossible to perfectly predict the exact amount, timeline, or distribution of  development that would 
occur under the Proposed Project. However, the estimates in Table 1-1 allow for analysis of  potential impacts 
on a programmatic level. 

Table 1-1 Buildout Projections for the Proposed Project 

Proposed Land Use Acres Dwelling Units Population 
Nonresidential Floor 

Area (sq. ft.) Employment 
CR – Rural Commercial 1,793 - - 19,508,183 38,376 
MU-R – Rural Commercial/Mixed Use 693 1,386 5,337 3,773,743 7,385 
H2 – Residential 2 4,562 7,299 28,101 - 300 
H5 – Residential 5 6,687 26,748 102,978 - - 
H9 – Residential 9 453 3,264 11,752 - - 
H18 – Residential 18 121 1,737 6,253 - - 
H30 – Residential 30 84 2,013 5,615 - - 
IH – Heavy Industrial 1,980 - - 16,060,113 14,575 
IL – Light Industrial 4,173 - - 90,884,331 69,590 
OS-BLM – Bureau of Land Management 9,002 - - - - 
OS-C – Conservation 19,670 - - - - 
ML – Military Land 41,779 - - - - 
OS-NF – Open Space National Forest 499,734 - - - 50 
OS-PR – Parks and Recreation 19,315 - - - 346 
W – Water 11,038 - - - - 
P – Public and Semi-Public 19,870 - - - 3,175 
RL1 – Rural Land 1 10,242 10,242 39,431 - 2 
RL2 – Rural Land 2 30,833 15,417 59,354 - 400 
RL5 – Rural Land 5 36,329 7,266 27,973 - - 
RL10 – Rural Land 10 204,000 20,400 78,540 - 100 
RL20 – Rural Land 20 208,187 10,409 40,076 - 50 

Total 1,130,544 106,180 405,410 130,226,370 134,351 
Existing 24,739 93,490 12,525,880 31,838 

Increase Over Existing 81,441 311,920 117,700,490 102,513 
Note: Historically, jurisdiction-wide build-out levels do not achieve the maximum allowable density/intensity on every parcel and are, on average, lower than allowed by 

the proposed Area Plan. Accordingly, the build-out projections in this Area Plan do not assume build-out at the maximum density or intensity and instead are adjusted 
downward to account for variations in build-out intensity. 

 

As shown in Table 1-1, buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in approximately 81,441 additional 
housing units in the Project Area compared to existing conditions. These new units would generate 
approximately 311,920 additional residents. Buildout of  the Proposed Project would also result in a nine-fold 
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increase in total nonresidential (commercial and industrial) space. New employment-generating land uses 
would result in an increase of  approximately 102,513 more jobs than under existing conditions. 

1.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
As described in Section 7 of  this DEIR, three alternatives were considered but rejected during the project 
scoping/planning process: 

 Project Planning Alternatives 

 No Growth/No Development Alternative 

In addition, three project alternatives were identified and analyzed in detail for relative impacts as compared 
to the Proposed Project: 

 No-Project/Adopted Area Plan Alternative 

 Reduced Intensity Alternative 
 Alternative Land Use Policy Map 

The following presents a summary of  each of  the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. These alternatives were 
developed to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of  the Proposed Project. Please refer to 
Section 7 of  this EIR for a complete discussion of  how the alternatives were selected and the relative impacts 
associated with each alternative. 

1.5.1 No Project/Adopted Area Plan Alternative 
This alternative, which is required by CEQA, assumes that the Adopted Area Plan and implementing zoning 
would remain unchanged. The Adopted Area Plan, originally adopted on December 4, 1986, would remain in 
effect, and no update to the Adopted Area Plan goals and policies would occur. This alternative would also 
maintain the existing SEA boundaries. Other key components of  the Proposed Project, including the Rural 
Preservation Strategy and establishment of  the Rural Town Center, Rural Town Areas, and Rural Preserve 
Areas, as well as Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), would also not occur under this alternative. Under 
the No Project/Adopted Area Plan Alternative, a total of  278,158 dwelling units (additional 253,419 units 
from existing), a total population of  1,070,571 (additional 977,081 persons from existing), and a total of  
51,219 employees (additional 19,381 employees from existing) would occur at buildout. 

1.5.2 Reduced Intensity Alternative 
This alternative would reduce the overall additional development intensity by 30 percent within the Project 
Area as compared to the Proposed Project. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, a comprehensive update 
to the Adopted Area Plan goals and policies would occur, similar to the Proposed Project. Updates to the 
existing SEA boundaries based on the latest biological information and GIS mapping data would also occur. 
Other key components of  the Proposed Project, including the Rural Preservation Strategy and establishment 
of  the Rural Town Center, Rural Town Areas, Rural Preserve Areas, and EOAs would occur under this 
alternative. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, a total of  81,748 dwelling units (57,009 more than 
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existing), a total population of  311,834 (218,344 more than existing), and a total of  103,597 employees 
(71,759 more than existing) would occur at buildout. 

1.5.3 Alternative Land Use Policy Map 
This Alternative proposes an alternative land use policy map for the Proposed Project. Under the Alternative 
Land Use Policy Map, a comprehensive update to the Adopted Area Plan goals and policies would occur, 
similar to the Proposed Project. Updates to the existing SEA boundaries based on the latest biological 
information and GIS mapping data would also occur. Other key components of  the Proposed Project, 
including the Rural Preservation Strategy and establishment of  the Rural Town Center, Rural Town Areas, 
Rural Preserve Areas, and EOAs would also occur under this alternative. Under the Alternative Land Use 
Policy Map, a total of  67,463 dwelling units (42,724 more than existing), a total population of  248,323 
(154,833 more than existing), and a total of  46,225 employees (14,387 more than existing) would occur at 
buildout. 

1.6 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
Section 15123(b)(3) of  the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain issues to be resolved including the 
choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant impacts. With regard to the proposed 
project, the major issues to be resolved include decisions by the lead agency as to the following: 

1. Whether this DEIR adequately describes the environmental impacts of  the project. 

2. Whether the benefits of  the project override those environmental impacts which cannot be feasibly 
avoided or mitigated to a level of  insignificance. 

3. Whether the proposed land use changes are compatible with the character of  the existing area. 

4. Whether the identified goals, policies, or mitigation measures should be adopted or modified. 

5. Whether there are other mitigation measures that should be applied to the project besides the Mitigation 
Measures identified in the DEIR. 

6. Whether there are any alternatives to the project that would substantially lessen any of  the significant 
impacts of  the proposed project and achieve most of  the basic project objectives. 

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 
The County determined that an EIR would be required for this project and issued a Notice of  Preparation 
(NOP) on June 12, 2014, to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and interested parties. The 30-day 
public review period ran from June 12, 2014 through July 11, 2014. The NOP and NOP comments are 
included as Appendix A. 

Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code Section 21803.9, the County conducted two public scoping 
meetings on June 26, 2014 and July 7, 2014. The purpose of  these meetings was to provide a public forum 
for information dissemination and dialogue regarding the components of  the Proposed Project, the overall 
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process, and the DEIR. The scoping meetings were attended by various agency representatives, stakeholders, 
and government officials. Issues and questions raised at the scoping meetings include: 

 Employment Opportunity Area (EOA) Boundaries 

 Centennial Specific Plan 

 Programmatic versus Project EIRs 

 Water supply issues 

 Ability to make further land use changes 

 Projected buildout estimates for proposed land uses 

 How do future community plans relate to the Proposed Area Plan 

NOP comments are summarized below in Table 1-2. 

Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Agencies 
California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 
District 7 

Transportation, 
Land Use 

• Recommends seeking methods for funding for 
improvements to Caltrans facilities 

• Requests inclusion of Caltrans in environmental 
review of development projects 

• Significance thresholds for impacts to State 
highways 

• Suggestions regarding mitigation approaches 
• Concerned about consistency between 

Circulation and Land Use elements1 
• Requests analysis of impacts on jobs-housing 

balance 

Sections 5.16, Transportation 
and Traffic, 5.10, Land Use 
and Planning, and 5.13, 
Population and Housing. 

Ventura County Watershed 
Protection District 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

• Recommends collaboration between Los 
Angeles and Ventura counties regarding 
managing flood hazards along Santa Clara 
River.  

Section 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality. 

Los Angeles World Airports Zoning • Recommends zoning consistent with heavy-
industrial aviation uses 

• Requests collaboration with County in 
developing proposed SEA ordinance 

• Urges that utility-scale ground-mounted 
renewable energy facilities be permitted in A-1 
zone. 

Section 5.10, Land Use and 
Planning. 

California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

 • Analysis and mitigation of impacts to sensitive 
biological resources, including ecosystems 
unique to Los Angeles County. 

• Recommends EIR address best management 
practices for conservation of biological 
resources respecting solar and wind energy 

Section 5.10, Land Use and 
Planning. 

                                                      
1 Caltrans also commented about consistency between the circulation, land use, and housing elements. The Area Plan does not 
contain a housing element; a separate Housing Element to the County General Plan was approved by the County Board of 
Supervisors on February 4, 2014. 
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Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
projects set forth on the Desert Renewable 
Energy Conservation Plan website 

• Recommendations for tiering of CEQA 
documentation for development projects 
pursuant to the Area Plan. 

• Presents recommendations regarding analysis 
in the EIR, including: project description, 
alternatives, existing conditions, impact 
analysis (especially to streambeds, riparian 
habitat, and CESA-listed species); and 
mitigation approaches. 

Organizations 
Greater Antelope Valley 
Association of Realtors 

 • Requests that only approved Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance be analyzed 
and that proposed SEA Ordinance be analyzed 
in Alternatives. 

• Regarding Rural Preservation Strategy, 
requests that densities in approved Community 
Standards Districts be analyzed as an 
alternative. 

• Requests that exclude agricultural lands from 
proposed Rural Preserve designation  

• Requests analysis of impacts of Economic 
Opportunity Areas as proposed (without further 
actions such as Community Plans), as an 
alternative 

• Recommends analysis of economic impacts of 
downzoning in proposed Rural Preserve 
designations, and of proposed land use map 
generally 

• Requests analysis of schools impacts 
• Requests detailed explanation of how the land 

use plan was developed from the Hazards, 
Environmental and Resource Constraints 
(ECM) Model 

Sections 5.10, Land Use and 
Planning, 5.2, Air Quality, 5.14, 
Public Services, and Chapter 7, 
Alternatives. 

Southern California 
Association of Governments 

Land Use, 
Transportation, 
Population and 
Housing 

• Requests subsequent CEQA documentation for 
this project 

• Recommendations on analyzing consistency 
with 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) goals 

• States Draft EIR should reflect SCAG Adopted 
2012 Growth Forecast 

• Recommends review of 2012 RTP/SCS FEIR 
mitigation measures 

Sections 5.10, Land Use and 
Planning, 5.13, Population and 
Housing, and 5.16, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

Ana Verde Hills Town 
Council 

 • Requests that only approved Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance be 
analyzed; and that proposed SEA Ordinance be 
analyzed in Alternatives. 

• Requests analysis of impacts of Economic 
Opportunity Areas as proposed (without further 

Chapter 7, Alternatives. 
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Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
actions such as Community Plans), as an 
alternative 

• Requests analysis of impacts of changes to 
land use designations compared to current 
designations approved by Community 
Standards Districts 

• Opposes development boundaries surrounding 
rural town centers 

• Recommends analysis of economic impacts of 
downzoning in proposed Rural Preserve 
designations, and of proposed land use map 
generally 

• Requests analysis of schools impacts 
Tricounty Watchdogs Aesthetics; Air 

Quality; Biological 
Resources; 
Cultural 
Resources; 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions; 
Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials; Utilities 
and Service 
Systems; 
Population and 
Housing; Public 
Services; 
Transportation 
and Traffic 

• Requests analysis of impacts to aesthetics 
along major highways 

• Requests consideration of buffer zones along 
goods movement corridors and next to 
agricultural areas for protection of the public 
from emissions 

• Requests analysis of impacts on California 
condors and on wildlife corridors. 

• Requests analysis of impacts to Native 
American archaeological resources. 

• Requests analysis of impacts of traffic from 
Centennial project on GHG emissions. 

• Requests consideration of a buffer zone around 
heavy industrial land uses. 

• Requests analysis of impacts on water 
supplies, especially of Tejon Ranch Co. 
projects. 

• Requests analysis of population and 
employment impacts of proposed Centennial 
project. 

• Requests analysis of impacts to public services 
• Requests analysis of transportation impacts 
• Requests analysis of utilities and service 

systems regarding earthquake hazards  
• Requests a separate EIR for proposed 

Centennial project 

Sections 5.1, Aesthetics, 5.5, 
Cultural Resources, 5.6, 
Geology and Soils, 5.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
5.10, Land Use and 
Planning, 5.14, Public 
Services, 5.16, 
Transportation/Traffic, and 
5.17, Utilities and Service 
Systems. 

Residents and Businesses 
Vance Pomeroy 
Director, Association of 
Rural Town Councils 

Land Use; 
Biological 
Resources; Air 
Quality; Public 
Services 

• Requests analysis of impacts of density and 
exclusion contrasted with dispersal of land uses 

• Requests detailed explanation of how the land 
use plan was developed from the Hazards, 
Environmental and Resource Constraints 
(ECM) Model 

• Opposes development boundaries surrounding 
rural town centers 

• Requests analysis of impacts of changes to 
land use designations compared to current 

Sections 5.10, Land Use and 
Planning, 5.2, Air Quality, 
5.14, Public Services, and 
Chapter 7, Alternatives. 
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Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
designations approved by Community 
Standards Districts 

• Requests that only approved Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance be 
analyzed; and that proposed SEA Ordinance be 
analyzed in Alternatives. 

• Requests analysis of impacts of Economic 
Opportunity Areas as proposed (without further 
actions such as Community Plans), as an 
alternative 

• Requests analysis of health risks from dust 
from large cleared lots 

• Requests analysis of schools impacts 
Billet, Ray F. Land 

Use/Planning 
• Concerned with the changed land use acreage 

without prior hearing. 
Not applicable. 

Blalock, John Hydrology/Water 
Quality  

• Concerned with the broadening of most of the 
SEA areas and the AV Plan interference with 
water conservation. 

• Suggests the alternative to leave the SEAs the 
same as in 1986. 

• Requests that the Plan support water 
conservation programs/water banking policies 
for the SEA areas. 

Section 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality. 

Fuentes, Judith Agricultural/Forest 
Resources; Land 
Use/Planning; 
Public Services; 
Transportation/Tra
ffic 

• Requests that agricultural opportunity areas be 
included in the DEIR. 

• Concerned that Economic Opportunity Areas 
should not be in any rural area past W. 70th St. 

• Concerned about the similar appearances of 
rural town centers. 

• Suggests that solar generating facilities be in 
industrial areas. 

• Suggests that no commercial area should be 
added to Fox Field area.  

• Concerned about safety of freeways. 

Sections 5.2, Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources, 5.14, 
Public Services, and 5.16, 
Transportation/Traffic 

Justice, Mary Land 
Use/Planning 

• Suggests that 30 days is too short a time period 
to prepare an EIR without scientific data 
regarding dwelling units. 

• Requests the scientific proof be produced for 
each area of the AVAP. 

• Requests that her 80 acres be placed in the 
MU-R land use/zone. 

Not applicable. 

McElroy, Forrest (Ana 
Verde Hills Town Council) 

Public Services; 
Transportation/Tra
ffic 

• Suggests the EIR only analyze adopted 
ordinances. 

• Requests that Economic Opportunity Areas be 
addressed directly in the EIR. 

• Requests that the EIR include current and 
proposed transit projects. 

• Requests that the EIR address impacts on the 
school districts in the valley. 

Sections 5.14, Public 
Services, and 5.16, 
Transportation/Traffic. 
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Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Comment Type Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Pascual, Irwin Land 

Use/Planning; 
Public Services 

• Suggests that plans be made to potentially 
create a State college in Antelope Valley. 

Section 5.14, Public 
Services. 

Pomeroy, Vance Land 
Use/Planning; 
Population/Housin
g; Public Services 

• Suggests that the key focus of the EIR be 
balance. 

• Requests that the following suggestions be 
incorporated into the EIR: 1) address how focus 
on population and activity concentration as an 
exclusive land use planning tool impacts the 
environment; 2) ‘how’, ‘why’, ‘with what data’ 
the links between the ECM and the AVAP land 
use designations were arrived at; 3) alternative 
with Community Standards Districts zoning; 4) 
address land use and zoning changes; include 
an analysis of approved SEA ordinance only as 
included in Project Alternatives; 5) accurately 
address impacts associated with allotted 
residential units and projected commercial 
acreage that will bring jobs/housing and 6) 
potential impacts on school districts. 

Section 5.14, Public 
Services. 

Stout, Virginia (Antelope 
Acres Town Council) 

Land 
Use/Planning 

• Requests the following changes in the DEIR: 1) 
removal of EOA designation for areas between 
Ave B (north), Ave J (south); 60th St W (east), 
and 110th St (west); 2) delete rural commercial 
and mixed use zones from above named area, 
except in Town Center; 3) remove Energy 
Ordinance areas from within borders of 
Antelope Acres; 4) add 90th St W from Ave J to 
Ave A, Ave I to Lancaster Rd to Hwy 138/Ave 
D, Ave D/Hwy 138 from 60th St W to 5 freeway 
to designation of proposed scenic highways 
and 5) change terms “degraded” and “disturbed 
farmland” to “second growth desert”. 

• Questions why RL 40 was changed to RL 20. 
• Questions if temporary solar industrial jobs 

counted in jobs build out numbers. 

Not applicable. 

 

1.8 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION 
MEASURES, AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Table 1-3 summarizes the conclusions of  the environmental analysis contained in this EIR. Impacts are 
identified as significant or less than significant and for all significant impacts mitigation measures are 
identified. The level of  significance after imposition of  the mitigation measures is also presented. 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

5.1  AESTHETICS 
Impact 5.1-1: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would alter existing views of scenic 
vistas. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.1-2: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not substantially alter scenic 
resources within a state scenic highway. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.1-3: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would alter the existing visual character 
of portions of the Project Area and its 
surroundings. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.1-4: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would generate additional sources of 
light and glare that could adversely affect day 
and nighttime views in the Project Area. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.2  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
Impact 5.2-1: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
would convert California agency-designated 
farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

Potentially Significant No mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts of conversion of 
mapped important farmland to less than significant. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.2-2: The Proposed Project would not 
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.2-3: The Proposed Project would not 
conflict with zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.2-4: The Proposed Project will not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to nonforest use. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.2-5: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
would involve other changes in the existing 
environment that could result in conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion 
of forest land to nonforest use. 

Potentially Significant No mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts related to conversion of 
farmland and/or forest land to a less than significant level. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

5.3  AIR QUALITY  

Impact 5.3-1: The Proposed Project would 
generate less growth than the Adopted Area 
Plan; however, it would not be consistent with 
the SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s air quality 
management plans because buildout of the 
Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute 
to the nonattainment designations of the 
SoCAB and MDAB. 

Potentially Significant No mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts associated with 
inconsistency with the air quality management plans due to the magnitude of growth and 
associated emissions that would be generated by the buildout of the Project Area in 
accordance with the Proposed Project. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.3-2: Construction activities 
associated with the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
would generate a substantial increase in short-
term criteria air pollutant emissions that exceed 
the SCAQMD and AVAQMD significance 
thresholds and would cumulatively contribute to 
the nonattainment designations of the SoCAB 
and Antelope Valley portion of the MDAB. 

Potentially Significant AQ–1 If, during subsequent project-level environmental review, construction-related 
criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the applicable air 
quality management district (AQMD) adopted thresholds of significance, applicants for 
new development projects shall be required to comply with mitigation measures as 
identified in the CEQA document prepared for the individual development project to 
reduce air pollutant emissions during construction activities. Mitigation measures that 
may be identified during the environmental review include but are not limited to: 
• Construction contractors of development projects shall use construction equipment 

rated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency as having Tier 3 
(model year 2006 or newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or newer) emission limits, 
applicable for engines between 50 and 750 horsepower. Use of Tier 3 construction 
equipment shall be included as a note on grading plans submitted to the County. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall ensure 
construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s 
standards. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that, if feasible, construction contractors shall 
consider use of off-road equipment that is tire-based rather than track-based, which 
creates more ground disturbance. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall limit 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

1. Executive Summary 

August 2014 Page 1-21 

Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than five consecutive 
minutes. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall water all active 
construction areas at least three times daily, or as often as needed to control dust 
emissions. Watering should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from leaving the 
site. Increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds 
exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall cover all trucks 
hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least 
two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of the load 
and the top of the trailer). 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall pave, apply 
water three times daily or as often as necessary to control dust, or apply (non-toxic) 
soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall sweep daily 
(with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible), or as often as needed, all 
paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the construction site to 
control dust. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall sweep public 
streets daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) in the vicinity of 
the project site, or as often as needed, to keep streets free of visible soil material. 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall hydroseed or 
apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e., areas not being 
actively disturbed for 10 or more days). 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall enclose, 
cover, water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles 
(dirt, sand, etc.). 

• Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall minimize 
ground disturbance (e.g., vegetation removal and mowing), to the extent feasible. 
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Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.3-3: Long-term operation of the 
Proposed Project would generate a substantial 
increase in criteria air pollutant emissions that 
exceed the threshold criteria and would 
cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment 
designations of the SoCAB and Antelope 
Valley portion of the MDAB. 

Potentially Significant Goals and policies are included in the Proposed Project that would reduce air pollutant 
emissions. However, due to the magnitude of emissions generated by the buildout of 
residential, office, commercial, industrial, and warehousing land uses in the Project Area, 
no mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts below SCAQMD’s or 
AVAQMD’s thresholds. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.3-4: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
could result in new source sources of criteria 
air pollutant emissions and/or toxic air 
contaminants proximate to existing or planned 
sensitive receptors. 

Potentially Significant AQ–2 New industrial or warehousing land uses that: 1) have the potential to 
generate 40 or more diesel trucks per day and 2) are located within 1,000 feet of a 
sensitive land use (e.g. residential, schools, hospitals, nursing homes), as measured 
from the property line of the project to the property line of the nearest sensitive use, shall 
submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the County prior to future discretionary project 
approval. When required, the HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and 
procedures of the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the 
applicable air quality management district. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer 
risk exceeds ten in one million (10E 06), particulate matter concentrations would exceed 
2.5 µg/m3, or the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be 
required to identify and demonstrate that best available control technologies for toxics (T 
BACTs) that are capable of reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an 
acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T BACTs may include, 
but are not limited to, restricting idling onsite or electrifying warehousing docks to reduce 
diesel particulate matter, or requiring use of newer equipment and/or vehicles. T BACTs 
identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the environmental 
document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a component of the 
proposed project. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.3-5: Placement of new sensitive 
receptors near major sources of toxic air 
contaminants in the Project Area could expose 
people to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Potentially Significant AQ–3 Applicants for sensitive land uses in proximity to the following facilities and 
within the following distances as measured from the property line of the project to the 
property line of the source/edge of the nearest travel lane, shall submit a health risk 
assessment (HRA) to the County prior to future discretionary project approval: 
 
• Industrial facilities within 1000 feet 
• Distribution centers (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet 
• Major transportation projects (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet 

Less Than Significant 
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• Dry cleaners using perchloroethylene within 500 feet 
• Gasoline dispensing facilities within 300 feet 

 
When required, the HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of 
the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the 
applicable Air Quality Management District. The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used 
for the analysis, including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body weights 
appropriate for children age 0 to 6 years. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer 
risk exceeds ten in one million (10E 06) or the appropriate noncancer hazard index 
exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation 
measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an 
acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of 1.0), including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk may include but are not 
limited to: 
 
• Air intakes located away from high volume roadways and/or truck loading zones, 

unless it can be demonstrated to the County Department of Regional Planning that 
there are operational limitations. 

• Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of the buildings provided with 
appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value (MERV) filters. 
 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in 
the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a 
component of the proposed project. The air intake design and MERV filter requirements 
shall be noted and/or reflected on all building plans submitted to the County. 

Impact 5.3-6: Industrial land uses associated 
with the Proposed Project could create 
objectionable odors. 

Potentially Significant AQ–4 If it is determined during project-level environmental review that a project has 
the potential to emit nuisance odors beyond the property line, an odor management plan 
may be required, subject to County’s regulations. Facilities that have the potential to 
generate nuisance odors include but are not limited to: 
 
• Wastewater treatment plants 
• Composting, greenwaste, or recycling facilities 
• Fiberglass manufacturing facilities 

Less Than Significant 
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• Painting/coating operations 
• Large-capacity coffee roasters 
• Food-processing facilities 

 
If an odor management plan is determined to be required through CEQA review, the 
County shall require the project applicant to submit the plan prior to approval to ensure 
compliance with the applicable Air Quality Management District’s Rule 402, for nuisance 
odors. If applicable, the Odor Management Plan shall identify the Best Available Control 
Technologies for Toxics (T BACTs) that will be utilized to reduce potential odors to 
acceptable levels, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T BACTs may 
include, but are not limited to, scrubbers (e.g., air pollution control devices) at the 
industrial facility. T BACTs identified in the odor management plan shall be identified as 
mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site 
plan. 

5.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 5.4-1: Development of the Proposed 
Project would impact, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, species identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by 
the CDFW or USFWS. 

Potentially Significant BIO–1 Biological resources shall be analyzed on a project-specific level by a 
qualified biological consultant. A general survey shall be conducted to characterize the 
project site, and focused surveys should be conducted as necessary to determine the 
presence/absence of special-status species (e.g., focused sensitive plant or wildlife 
surveys). For proposed projects within SEAs, biological resources assessment report 
shall be prepared to characterize the biological resources on-site, analyze project-
specific impacts to biological resources, and propose appropriate mitigation measures to 
offset those impacts. The report shall include site location, literature sources, 
methodology, timing of surveys, vegetation map, site photographs, and descriptions of 
biological resources on-site (e.g., observed and detected species as well as an analysis 
of those species with potential to occur onsite). 
 
BIO–2 I If there is potential for direct impacts to special-status species with implementation 
of construction activities, the project-specific biological assessment (as mentioned in Mitigation 
Measure BIO–1) shall include mitigation measures requiring pre-construction surveys for 
special-status species and/or construction monitoring to ensure avoidance, relocation, or safe 
escape of special-status species from the construction activities, as appropriate. If special-
status species are found to be nesting, brooding, denning, etc., on-site during the pre-

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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After Mitigation 
construction survey or monitoring, construction activity shall be halted until offspring are 
weaned, fledged, etc. and are able to escape the site or be safely relocated to appropriate 
offsite habitat areas. Relocations into areas of appropriate restored habitat would have the best 
chance of replacing/incrementing populations that are lost due to habitat converted to 
development. Relocation to restored habitat areas should be the preferred goal of this 
measure. A qualified biologist shall be on site to conduct surveys, to perform or oversee 
implementation of protective measures, and to determine when construction activity may 
resume. 

Impact 5.4-2: Development of the Proposed 
Project would result in the loss of riparian 
habitat or sensitive natural communities 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 apply. Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.4-3: The Proposed Project would 
impact federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 apply. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.4-4: The Proposed Project would affect 
wildlife movement of native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Potentially Significant BIO–3 Currently, development proposed within SEAs requires a conditional use 
permit, which provides additional protection to wildlife movement corridors and other 
sensitive biological resources. Proposed projects are requested to be designed so that 
wildlife movement corridors are left in an undisturbed and natural state. In practice, this 
protection typically involves adopting appropriate buffers around sensitive resources and 
setting aside undisturbed areas. However, no feasible mitigation measures are available 
that would reduce impacts to wildlife movement entirely. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.4-5: The Proposed Project would 
require compliance with adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plans, Natural Community 
Conservation Plans, or other approved local, 
regional, or state policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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5.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 5.5-1: Development pursuant to the 
Proposed Project could impact historic 
resources. 

Potentially Significant  CUL–1 If, during any subsequent project-level review and prior to development, 
activities that would demolish or otherwise physically alter buildings, structures, or 
features of an officially listed historic or cultural resource; or historic buildings, structures, 
or features officially determined eligible for designation as a historic or cultural resource, 
a cultural resource professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for Architectural History shall be retained by the project 
applicant, at the discretion of the County, to determine if the project would cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. The results of the 
investigation shall be documented in a technical report or memorandum that identifies 
and evaluates any historical resources within the improvements area and includes 
recommendations and methods for eliminating or reducing impacts on historical 
resources. Methods may include, but are not limited to, written and photographic 
recordation of the resource in accordance with the level of Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) documentation that is appropriate to the significance (local, state, 
national) of the resource. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.5-2: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
could destroy archaeological or paleontological 
resources or a unique geologic feature. 

Potentially Significant CUL–2 Prior to the issuance of any grading permit associated with a discretionary 
project, applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of Los Angeles that a 
County-approved archaeologist has been retained to observe grading activities greater 
than three feet in depth and to salvage and curate archaeological resources as 
necessary. The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall 
establish procedures for archaeological resource surveillance, and shall establish, in 
cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of the artifacts as appropriate.  
 
The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish 
procedures for archaeologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, in 
cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of the fossils as appropriate and obtain 
a commitment from an American Association of Museums accredited repository for the 
storage of any recovered significant archaeological remains.  
  
If the archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, 

Less Than Significant 
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for exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant archaeological resources shall 
be permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and 
conditions of acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement. 
Prior to the release of the grading bond, the applicant shall submit a report prepared by 
the archaeologist that identifies the period of inspection, an analysis of any artifacts 
found and the present repository of the artifacts. Applicant shall prepare excavated 
material to the point of identification.  
 
Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of Los 
Angeles, or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if required by mitigation measures. 
These actions, as well as final mitigation and disposition of the resources shall be subject 
to the approval of the County. 
 
CULT–3 Prior to the issuance of any grading permit associated with a discretionary 
project, applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of Los Angeles that a 
County-approved paleontologist has been retained to observe grading activities greater 
than three feet in depth and to salvage and curate paleontological resources as 
necessary. The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall 
establish procedures for paleontologist resource surveillance, and shall establish, in 
cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of the artifacts as appropriate.  
 
The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish 
procedures for paleontologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, 
in cooperation with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to 
permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation of the fossils as appropriate and obtain 
a commitment from an American Association of Museums accredited repository for the 
storage of any recovered significant paleontological remains.  
 
If the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the paleontologist shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, 
for exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant paleontological resources shall 
be permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and 
conditions of acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement. 
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Prior to the release of the grading bond, the applicant shall obtain approval of the 
paleontologist’s report, from the County. The report shall include the period of inspection, 
an analysis of any fossils found and the present repository of the fossils. Applicant shall 
prepare excavated material to the point of identification.  
 
Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of Los 
Angeles, or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if required by mitigation measures. 
These actions, as well as final mitigation and disposition of the resources shall be subject 
to the approval of the County. 

Impact 5.5-3: Grading activities pursuant to 
buildout of the Proposed Project could 
potentially disturb human remains. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.6  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Impact 5.6-1: Project Area residents, 
occupants, or structures could potentially be 
exposed to seismic-related hazards. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.6-2: Plan implementation would result 
in substantial soil erosion, the loss of topsoil, or 
development atop unstable geologic units or 
soils, or expansive soils. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.6-3: Soil conditions would adequately 
support proposed septic tanks. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.7  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Impact 5.7-1: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
would result in a substantial increase in GHG 
emissions compared to existing conditions and 
would also not meet the long-term GHG 
reduction goal under Executive Order S-03-05. 

Potentially Significant GHG-1 The County of Los Angeles shall include the following implementation actions, 
consistent with the CCAP measures drafted in the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles 
County Community Climate Action Plan 2020, in the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
Implementation Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S 03 05: 
 
• Require new residential and now residential buildings within the Antelope Valley 

Area Plan to achieve the Tier 1 energy standards within California Green Building 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11). The voluntary Tier 1 CALGreen requires a 15 
percent increase in energy efficiency compared to the Building and Energy 
Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6). Architectural building plans shall be 
submitted to the County that identify features that achieve the Tier 1 energy 
standards (corresponding CCAP Measure BE-1). 

• Require that new residential and non-residential building be constructed to 
accommodate roof-top solar installation. Architectural building plans shall be 
submitted to the County shall identify this requirement (corresponding CCAP 
Measure BE-3). 

• Prior to issuance of building permits for new construction of non-residential 
development of 100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley 
Area Plan, the applicant shall identify bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike 
parking and lockers. The location of the bicycle storage shall be specified on site 
plans and verified by Department of Regional Planning prior to building permit 
issuance (corresponding CCAP Measure LUT-1). 

• Require installation of Level 2 (240 volt) electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities at 
County-owned public venues (e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand-alone parking 
facilities, cultural institutions, and other facilities) within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan and ensure that at least one-third of these charging stations will be available 
for visitor use (corresponding CCAP Measure LUT-8). 

 
GHG-2 The County of Los Angeles shall include the following additional 
implementation actions in the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation Plan (Chapter 
8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive 
Order S 03 05: 
 
• Prior to issuance of building permits for new construction of residential 

development, the property owner/developer shall indicate on plans that garage 
and/or car port parking are electrically wired to accommodate a Level 2 (240 volt) 
EV charging. The location of the electrical outlets shall be specified on building 
plans, and proper installation shall be verified by Department of Public Works prior 
to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

• Prior to issuance of building permits for new construction of non-residential 
development of 100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley 
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Area Plan, the applicant shall indicate on plans that Level 2 EV vehicle charging 
stations will be provided for public use. The location of the EV station(s) shall be 
specified on building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the 
Department of Public Works prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

•   
Impact 5.7-2: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not conflict with CARB’s 2008 
Scoping Plan, the CCAP, or SCAG’s 2012 
RTP/SCS. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.8  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact 5.8-1: Buildout in accordance with the 
Proposed Project would involve the routine 
transport, use, and/or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.8-2: Some areas within the Project 
Area are included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.8-3: Some areas within the Project 
Area are located in the vicinity of an airport or 
within the jurisdiction of an Airport Land Use 
Plan. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.8-4: The Proposed Project could 
affect the implementation of an emergency 
response or evacuation plan. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.8-5: Portions of the Project Area are 
within moderate, high, and very high fire hazard 
zones and could expose structures and/or 
residences to fire danger. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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5.9  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Impact 5.9-1: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would comply with water quality 
standards and waste discharge requirements 
and would not substantially degrade water 
quality. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.9-2: Future development pursuant to 
the Proposed Project would interfere with 
groundwater recharge 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.9-3: Buildout of the Proposed Project 
would not substantially alter drainage patterns 
and would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.9-4: Development pursuant to the 
Proposed Project would not substantially change 
drainage patterns in Los Angeles County. While 
such development could increase rates or 
volumes of surface runoff, the changes would not 
result in substantial increases that would result in 
on-site or off-site flooding. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.9-5: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project could place housing within 100 year 
flood hazard areas. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
 

Impact 5.9-6: Parts of the Project Area are 
within dam inundation areas. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.9-7: Parts of the Project Area are 
subject to inundation by seiche or mudflow. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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5.10  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Impact 5.10-1: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not include 
construction of roads or other improvements 
that could divide an established community. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.10-2: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with 
applicable plans adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.10-3: The Proposed Project would not 
conflict with the West Mojave Plan. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.11  MINERAL RESOURCES 

Impact 5.11-1: Development in accordance 
with the Proposed Project would cause the loss 
of availability of known mineral resources in the 
Project Area. 

Potentially Significant No mitigation measures are available to reduce the loss of availability of mineral 
resources in the Project Area. 

Significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact 5.11-2: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would cause a loss of availability of 
mineral resources in the Little Rock Wash area, 
which is designated for mineral extraction in the 
Adopted Los Angeles County General Plan. 

Potentially Significant No mitigation measures are available to reduce the loss of availability of mineral 
resources in the Project Area. 

Significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact 5.11-3: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would not cause a loss of availability of 
oil and natural gas reserves in the Project Area. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.12  NOISE 

Impact 5.12-1: Construction activities would 
result in temporary noise increases in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Impact 5.12-2: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would result in an increase in traffic on 
local roadways in the Project Area, which 
would substantially increase the existing 
ambient noise environment. 

Potentially Significant Compliance with the County’s Noise Element and County Code would reduce traffic 
noise impacts to existing and proposed noise sensitive uses to the extent feasible. No 
additional feasible mitigation measures are available to further reduce impacts. 
Residential land uses comprise the majority of existing sensitive uses within Project Area 
that would be impacted by the increase in traffic generated noise levels. Construction of 
sound barriers would be inappropriate for residential land uses that face the roadway as 
it would create aesthetic and access concerns. Furthermore, for individual development 
projects, the cost to mitigate off-site traffic noise impacts to existing uses (such as 
through the construction of sound walls and/or berms) may often be out of proportion 
with the level of impact. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 5.12-3: New noise-sensitive land uses 
associated with the Proposed Project could be 
exposed to elevated noise levels from mobile 
sources along roadways. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.12-4: The Proposed Project could 
create elevated levels of groundborne vibration 
and groundborne noise; both in the short-term 
(construction) and the long-term (operations). 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.12-5: The proximity of future 
Antelope Valley developments to an airport or 
airstrip would not result in exposure of future 
resident and/or workers to airport-related noise. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.13  POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Impact 5.13-1: The Proposed Project would 
directly result in population growth in the 
Project Area 

Potentially Significant  No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.13-2: Project implementation would 
not result in the displacement of people and/or 
housing. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

5.14  PUBLIC SERVICES 

FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

Impact 5.14-1: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would introduce new structures, 
residents and employees into the LACoFD 
service boundaries, thereby increasing the 
requirement for fire protection facilities and 
personnel. 

Potentially Significant PS-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, future project applicants/developers shall 
pay the LACoFD Developer Fee in effect at that time. 
 
PS-2 Each subdivision map shall comply with the applicable County Fire Code 
requirements for fire apparatus access roads, fire flows, and fire hydrants. Final fire flows 
shall be determined by LACoFD in accordance with Appendix B of the County Fire Code. 
The required fire apparatus road and water requirements shall be in place prior to 
construction. 
 
PS-3 Prior to approval of a tentative map, a Fuel Modification Plan shall be 
prepared for each subdivision map in which urban uses would permanently adjoin a 
natural area, as required by Section 1117.2.1 of the County Fire Code, and approved by 
LACoFD prior to building permit issuance. 

Less Than Significant  

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Impact 5.14-2: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would introduce new structures, 
residents and employees into the LASD service 
boundaries, thereby increasing the requirement 
for law enforcement facilities and personnel. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

SCHOOL SERVICES 

Impact 5.14-3: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would generate new students who 
would impact the school enrollment capacities 
of area schools. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

LIBRARY SERVICES 

Impact 5.14-4: Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would generate additional population, 
increasing the service needs for the local 
libraries. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.15  RECREATION 

Impact 5.15-1: Development in accordance 
with the Proposed Project would generate 
additional residents that would increase the use 
of existing parks and recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration may 
occur or be accelerated. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.15-2: Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would result in the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.16  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Impact 5.16-1: Buildout in accordance with the 
Proposed Project would impact levels of 
service on the existing roadway system. 

Potentially Significant T–1 The County shall continue to monitor potential impacts on roadway segments 
and intersections on a project by project basis as buildout occurs by requiring traffic 
studies for all projects that could significantly impact traffic and circulation patterns. 
Future projects shall be evaluated and traffic improvements shall be identified to maintain 
minimum levels of service in accordance with the County’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
Guidelines, where feasible mitigation is available. 
 

T–2 The County shall implement over time objectives and policies contained within 
the Antelope Valley Area Plan and the adopted General Plan Transportation Element. 
Implementation of those policies will help mitigate any potential impacts of Project growth 
and/or highway amendments on the transportation system. 
 
 

T–3 The County shall participate with Metro, the CMP agency in Los Angeles 
County, on a potential Congestion Mitigation Fee program that would replace the current 
CMP Debit/Credit approach. Under a countywide fee program, each jurisdiction, 
including the County, will select and build capital transportation projects, adopt a fee 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
ordinance, collect fees and control revenues. A fee program will require a nexus analysis, 
and apply only to net new construction on commercial and industrial space and additional 
residential units and needs to be approved by Metro and the local jurisdictions. A 
countywide fee, if adopted, will allow the County to mitigate the impacts of development 
via the payment of the transportation impact fee in lieu of asking each development 
project for individual mitigation measures, or asking for fair share payments of mitigation. 
The fee program would itself constitute a “fair share” program that would apply to all 
development (of a certain size) within the unincorporated areas. 
 
T–4 The County of Los Angeles shall continue to secure the funding needed to 
implement the future planned improvements within the Project Area. A variety of funding 
sources shall be explored, such as Metro’s CMP Fee Program as described under T-3, 
Metro Call for Project funds, and federal and state grant opportunities. If the CMP fee 
program is not adopted by Metro and the County of Los Angeles, other funding sources 
for regional transportation needs in the Project Area, including Caltrans facilities, shall be 
pursued such as a potential North County Development Impact Fee Program, 
development agreements for large projects, and/or mitigation agreements between future 
applicants and Caltrans for projects that impact Caltrans facilities. 
 
T-5 The County shall work with Caltrans as they prepare plans to add additional 
lanes or complete other improvements to various freeways within and adjacent to 
unincorporated areas. This includes adding or extending mixed flow general purpose 
lanes, adding or extending existing HOV lanes, adding Express Lanes (high occupancy 
toll lanes), incorporating truck climbing lanes, improving interchanges and other freeway 
related improvements. 
 
T–6 The County shall require traffic engineering firms retained to prepare traffic 
impact studies for future development projects to consult with Caltrans, when a 
development proposal meets the requirements of statewide, regional, or areawide 
significance per CEQA Guidelines §15206(b). When preparing traffic impact studies, the 
most up to date Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies from Caltrans shall be 
followed. Proposed developments meeting the criteria of statewide, regional or areawide 
include: 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

• Proposed residential developments of more than 500 dwelling units 
• Proposed shopping centers or business establishments employing more than 

1,000 persons or encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 
• Proposed commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or 

encompassing more than 250,000 square feet of floor space 
• Proposed hotel/motel developments of more than 500 rooms 
 

When the CEQA criteria of regional significance are not met, Caltrans recommends that 
Project Applicants consult with Caltrans when a proposed development includes the 
following characteristics: 
 
• All proposed developments that have the potential to cause a significant impact to 

state facilities (right of way, intersections, interchanges, etc.) and when required 
mitigation improvements are proposed in the initial study. Mitigation concurrence 
should be obtained from Caltrans as early as possible. 

• Any development that assigns 50 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) 
during peak hours to a state highway/freeway. 

• Any development that assigns 10 or more trips (passenger car equivalent trips) 
during peak hours to an off-ramp. On/off-ramps that are very close to each other in 
which the project trips may cause congestion on the left-turn lane storage to the on-
ramp. 

• Any development located adjacent to or within 100 feet of a state highway facility 
and may require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. (Exceptions: additions to single 
family homes or 10 residential units or less). 

• When the County cannot determine whether or not Caltrans will expect a traffic 
impact analysis pursuant to CEQA. 

Impact 5.16-2: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not result in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.16-3: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not substantially 
increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment). 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.16-4: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.16-5: Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks). 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

5.17  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Impact 5.17-1: Wastewater generated by 
buildout of the Proposed Project would not 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
any of the four Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards having jurisdiction in Los Angeles 
County. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.17-2: Sanitary wastewater generated 
by buildout of the Proposed Project could be 
adequately treated by the wastewater 
treatment providers serving the unincorporated 
areas. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.17-3: Water supply and delivery 
systems are not adequate to meet Proposed 
Project’s requirements in the Project Area 
beyond 2035. 

Potentially Significant Development Site Plans, Building Plans, and Landscaping Plans 
USS–1 USS-1 Support amendments to the County Building Code that would 
promote upgrades to water and energy efficiency when issuing permits for renovations or 
additions to existing buildings. 
 
USS-2 Apply water conservation policies to all pending development projects, 
including approved tentative subdivision maps to the extent permitted by law. Where 
precluded from adding requirements by vested entitlements, encourage water 
conservation in construction and landscape design. 
 
USS-3 Require new development to provide the infrastructure needed for delivery of 
recycled water to the property for use in irrigation, even if the recycled water main 
delivery lines have not yet reached the site, where deemed appropriate by the reviewing 
authority. 
 
USS-4 Promote energy efficiency and water conservation upgrades to existing non-
residential buildings at the time of major remodel or additions. 
 
USS-5 Promote the use of permeable paving materials to allow infiltration of surface 
water into the water table. 
 
USS-6 Seek methods to decrease impermeable site area where reasonable and 
feasible, in order to reduce stormwater runoff and increase groundwater infiltration, 
including use of shared parking and other means, as appropriate. 
 
USS-7 On previously developed sites proposed for major alteration, provide 
stormwater management improvements to restore natural infiltration, as required by the 
reviewing authority. 
 
USS-8 Encourage and promote the use of new materials and technology for 
improved stormwater management, such as pervious paving, green roofs, rain gardens, 
and vegetated swales. 
 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
 
USS-9 Evaluate development proposals for consistency with the County Green 
Building Standards Code. 
 
USS-10 Evaluate development proposals for consistency with Low Impact 
Development Code on development sites, including but not limited to minimizing 
impervious surface area and promoting infiltration, in order to reduce the flow and 
velocity of stormwater runoff throughout the watershed. 
 
Water Supply Planning and Water Conservation 
USS–18 USS-11 Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a 
sufficient and sustainable water supply prior to approval, consistent with County 
Department of Public Health requirements. 
 
USS-12 Monitor growth, and coordinate with water districts as needed to ensure that 
long-range needs for potable and reclaimed water will be met. 
 
USS-13 If water supplies are reduced from projected levels due to drought, 
emergency, or other unanticipated events, take appropriate steps to limit, reduce, or 
otherwise modify growth permitted by the Area Plan in consultation with water districts to 
ensure adequate long-term supply for existing businesses and residents. 
 
USS-14 Upon the availability of non-potable water, discourage and consider 
restrictions on the use of potable water for washing outdoor surfaces. 
 
USS-15 In cooperation with the Sanitation Districts and other affected agencies, 
expand opportunities for use of recycled water for the purposes of landscape 
maintenance, construction, water recharge, and other uses as appropriate. 
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Table 1-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.17-4: Existing and/or proposed 
facilities would be able to accommodate 
project-generated solid waste and comply with 
related solid waste regulations. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.17-5: Existing and/or proposed 
facilities would be able to accommodate 
project-generated utility demands. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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2. Introduction 
2.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all state and local governmental agencies 
consider the environmental consequences of  projects over which they have discretionary authority prior to 
taking action on those projects. This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been prepared to 
satisfy CEQA, as set forth in the Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq., and the State CEQA 
Guidelines, 14 California Code of  Regulations, Section 15000, et seq. The Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) is the public document designed to provide decision makers and the public with an analysis of  the 
environmental effects of  the Proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan Update (Proposed Project), to indicate 
possible ways to reduce or avoid environmental damage and to identify alternatives to the project. The EIR 
must also disclose significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided; growth inducing impacts; effects 
not found to be significant; and significant cumulative impacts of  all past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects. 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21067, the Lead Agency means “the public agency which has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the 
environment.” The County of  Los Angeles (County) has the principal responsibility for approval of  the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan and associated zoning consistency (“Proposed Project”). For this reason, the 
County is the CEQA Lead Agency for the Proposed Project. 

The intent of  the DEIR is to provide sufficient information on the potential environmental impacts of  the 
Proposed Project to allow the County to make an informed decision regarding approval of  the Proposed 
Project. Specific discretionary actions to be reviewed by the County are described later in Section 3.4, Intended 
Uses of  the EIR. 

This DEIR has been prepared in accordance with requirements of  the: 

 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of  1970, as amended (Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq.) 

 State Guidelines for the Implementation of  the CEQA of  1970 (herein referenced as CEQA Guidelines), 
as amended (California Code of  Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) 

The overall purpose of  this DEIR is to inform the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the 
general public of  the environmental effects of  implementation of  the Proposed Project. This DEIR 
addresses the potential environmental effects of  the Proposed Project, including effects that may be 
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significant and adverse, evaluates a number of  alternatives to the Proposed Project, and identifies mitigation 
measures to reduce or avoid adverse effects. 

2.2 NOTICE OF PREPARATION  
The County determined that an EIR would be required for the Proposed Project and issued a Notice of  
Preparation (NOP) on June 12, 2014, to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustees and interested 
parties. The 30-day public review period ran from June 12, 2014 through July 11, 2014. The NOP is included 
as Appendix A and the NOP responses are included as Appendix B. 

The NOP process is used to help determine the scope of  the environmental issues to be addressed in the 
DEIR. Based on this process, all environmental categories included in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
checklist were identified as having the potential to result in significant impacts. Since a “full-scope” EIR was 
determined to be necessary, no Initial Study was prepared. All issues considered Potentially Significant are 
addressed in this DEIR. 

2.3 DEIR SCOPING MEETINGS 
Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code Section 21803.9, the County conducted two public scoping 
meetings on June 26, 2014, and July 7, 2014. The purpose of  these meetings was to provide information 
regarding the components of  the Proposed Project, the overall process, and the DEIR. The meetings also 
provided a public forum for dialogue regarding these components. The scoping meetings were attended by 
various stakeholders, and community members. Issues/questions raised at the scoping meetings included: 

 Proposed Economic Opportunity Area (EOA) boundaries 

 Centennial Specific Plan 

 Programmatic versus Project EIRs 

 Water supply issues 

 Ability to make further land use changes 

 Projected buildout estimates for proposed land uses 
 How future community plans relate to the Proposed Area Plan 

2.4 SCOPE OF THIS DEIR 
The scope of  the DEIR was determined based upon review of  the Proposed Project by County staff, 
comments received in response to the NOP, and comments received at the scoping meetings conducted by 
the County. Pursuant to Section 15126.2 and 15126.4 of  the State CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR should 
identify any potentially significant adverse impacts and recommend mitigation that would reduce or eliminate 
these impacts to levels of  insignificance. 
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The information contained in Chapter 3, Project Description, establishes the basis for analyzing future Proposed 
Project-related environmental impacts. However, further environmental review by the County will be required 
as applications for individual discretionary projects are submitted. 

2.4.1 Impacts Considered Less Than Significant 
No environmental impact categories are identified here as not being significantly affected by, or affecting, the 
Proposed Project. 

2.4.2 Potentially Significant Adverse Impacts 
Potentially significant impacts have been identified for 17 environmental issue areas if  the Proposed Project is 
implemented. Therefore these impacts are analyzed in this DEIR: 

 Aesthetics 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources 

 Noise 

 Population/Housing 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic 
 Utilities/Service Systems 

2.4.3 Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts 
This DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable adverse impacts, as defined by CEQA, which would result 
from implementation of  the Proposed Project. Unavoidable adverse impacts may be considered significant 
on a project-specific basis, cumulatively significant, and/or potentially significant. If  the County, as the Lead 
Agency, determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts will result from the Proposed Project, the 
County must prepare a “Statement of  Overriding Considerations” before it can approve the Project. A 
Statement of  Overriding Considerations states that the decision-making body has balanced the benefits of  
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the Project against its unavoidable significant environmental effects and has determined that the benefits of  
the Project outweigh the adverse effects. Therefore, the adverse effects are considered to be acceptable. The 
impacts that were found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable are: 

 Agricultural Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Mineral Resources 

 Noise 

 Transportation/Traffic 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

2.5 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 
All documents cited or referenced are incorporated into the DEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15148 and 15150, including but not limited to the following: 

 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, SCAG (2012) 

 County of  Los Angeles General Plan, County of  Los Angeles, Department of  Regional Planning (1980) 

 Countywide Siting Element, County of  Los Angeles, Department of  Public Works Environmental 
Programs Division (1997) 

 Fuel Modification Guidelines, County of  Los Angeles, Fire Department Forestry Division (2011) 

 Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program, Metro (2010) 

 Los Angeles County All Hazard Mitigation Plan, County of  Los Angeles, Chief  Executive Office, Office 
of  Emergency Management (2013) 

 Los Angeles County Housing Element, County of  Los Angeles, Department of  Regional Planning (2014) 

 Los Angeles County Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan, County of  Los Angeles (2011) 

 Los Angeles County Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan Guide, County of  Los Angeles, 
Department of  Regional Planning (2014) 

 Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, Department of  Public Works 
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 Low Impact Development Standards Manual, County of  Los Angeles, Department of  Public Works 
(2014) 

 Noise Ordinance, Title 12, Los Angeles County Code (2001) 

 Strategic Fire Plan, County of  Los Angeles, Fire Department (2014) 

 Sewer System Management Plan, County of  Los Angeles, Department of  Public Works (2013) 

In each instance where a document is incorporated by reference for purposes of  this DEIR, the DEIR shall 
briefly summarize the incorporated document, or briefly summarize the incorporated data if  the document 
cannot be summarized. In addition, the DEIR shall explain the relationship between the incorporated part of  
the referenced document and the DEIR. 

This DEIR relies upon previously adopted regional and statewide plans and programs, agency standards, and 
background studies in its analyses. Chapter 13, Bibliography, provides a complete list of  references utilized in 
preparing this DEIR. All of  the documents listed in Chapter 13, as well as the aforementioned documents 
that are incorporated by reference, are available for review at: 

Los Angeles County  
Department of  Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

2.6 FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION 
This DEIR is being circulated for public review for a period of  45 days. Interested agencies and members of  
the public are invited to provide written comments on the DEIR to the address shown below. Upon 
completion of  the 45-day review period, the County will review all written comments received and prepare 
written responses for each comment. A Final EIR (FEIR) will then be prepared incorporating all of  the 
comments received, responses to the comments, and any changes to the DEIR that result from the 
comments received. This FEIR will then be presented to the County Board of  Supervisors at a public hearing 
for potential certification as the environmental document for the Proposed Project. All persons who 
commented on the DEIR will be notified of  the availability of  the FEIR. 
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All comments received from agencies and individuals on the DEIR will be accepted during the 45-day public 
review period. All comments on the DEIR should be sent to: 

Carl Nadela, AICP 
Community Studies North Section 
Los Angeles County 
Department of  Regional Planning 
320 W Temple Street, Room 1354 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-mail: tnc@planning.lacounty.gov 

The DEIR will also be posted online on the County’s website: http://planning.lacounty.gov/tnc/environmental. 
Copies will be available at the Department’s main office at the address listed above; the Antelope Valley and Santa 
Clarita field office locations listed at the following link: http://planning.lacounty.gov/locations; all County libraries in 
the Antelope Valley, namely Acton-Agua Dulce Library (33792 Crown Valley Road, Acton, CA 93510), Quartz Hill 
Library (42018 North 50th Street West, Quartz Hill, CA 93536), Lancaster Regional Library (601 West Lancaster 
Boulevard, Lancaster, CA 93534), Littlerock Library (35119 80th Street East, Littlerock, CA 93543), Lake Los 
Angeles Library (16921 East Avenue O, Suite A, Palmdale, CA 93591), Castaic Library (27971 Sloan Canyon 
Road, Castaic, CA 91384), and Stevenson Ranch Library (Dr. Richard H. Rioux Memorial Park, 26233 West 
Faulkner Drive, Stevenson Ranch. CA 91381); and Palmdale City Library (700 East Palmdale Boulevard, 
Palmdale, CA 93550). 

2.7 MITIGATION MONITORING 
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires that agencies adopt a monitoring or reporting program for 
any project for which it has made findings pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081 or adopted a Negative 
Declaration pursuant to 21080(c). Such a program is intended to ensure the implementation of  all mitigation 
measures adopted through the preparation of  an EIR or Negative Declaration. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Proposed Project will be completed as part of  the 
FEIR and will be completed prior to consideration of  the Proposed Project by the County Board of  
Supervisors. 
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3. Project Description 
3.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
The area subject to the Proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan Update (Project Area) is located in the northern 
part of  Los Angeles County, covering approximately 1,800 square miles. The Project Area includes over two 
dozen unincorporated communities, and borders Ventura County to the west, Kern County to the north, San 
Bernardino County to the east, and the Cities of  Santa Clarita, Los Angeles, Pasadena, Sierra Madre, Duarte, 
Azusa, and Glendora to the south. The Project Area excludes the incorporated cities of  Lancaster and 
Palmdale, which are surrounded by the Project Area. California Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 14 (SR-14) 
connects the Project Area to the Santa Clarita Valley to the southwest. The southern portion of  the Project 
Area, which contains the San Gabriel Mountains, is directly north of  the San Gabriel Valley. The regional 
location of  Los Angeles County and the Project Area is shown in Figure 3-1, Regional Vicinity Map. 

The Project Area includes only the unincorporated areas of  the Antelope Valley Region. These 
unincorporated areas contain large amounts of  sparsely populated land and include the Angeles National 
Forest, part of  the Los Padres National Forest, and part of  the Mojave Desert. As shown in Figure 3-2, 
Unincorporated Areas of  Los Angeles County, the Project Area surrounds, and therefore excludes, the cities of  
Lancaster and Palmdale. 

3.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
As identified in the proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan (Area Plan), the following vision statement has been 
established for the Project Area: 

The Antelope Valley region is a wonderful place to live, work, play, and raise a family. The 
Valley is a mosaic of  unique small towns in which rural lifestyles are cherished. These diverse 
towns are unified by an extraordinary environmental setting that includes agricultural lands, 
natural open spaces, expansive mountain views, diverse ecological habitats, and dark night 
skies. The Valley’s network of  trails, roads, and transit link these dispersed towns to each 
other and to a wide offering of  local-serving businesses and quality social, educational, 
cultural, and recreational services and facilities. 

Residents, business owners, and property owners collaborate with a responsive local 
government to ensure that life in the Antelope Valley region will continue to be exciting, 
enjoyable, and rewarding. The growing population’s need for additional housing and 
employment opportunities is balanced against the need to respect historical heritage and 
preserve the natural environment. Public improvements and private developments are 
sustainable, conserving available resources and relying on alternative energy sources, and 
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complement the small scale of  existing rural towns. A wide array of  activities and 
opportunities for youth ensure that the Valley’s high quality of  life will be sustained for 
future generations. 

In addition to the above vision statement, the following objectives have been established for the Proposed 
Project. These objectives will aid decision makers in their review of  the project and associated environmental 
impacts: 

 Preservation and enhancement of  each unique town’s rural character, allowing for continued growth and 
development without compromising the rural lifestyle. 

 Preservation of  open space around existing towns in order to preserve hillside areas and significant 
ridgelines, conserve biological resources, provide opportunities for recreation, and make more efficient 
use of  existing infrastructure in the core areas. 

 Planning for integrated circulation systems, including bikeways, walkways, and multi-purpose trails. 

 Conservation of  significant resources, including agricultural lands, mineral resources, water supply, and 
scenic areas. 

 Preservation of  public health, safety, and welfare, through identification of  natural and environmental 
hazards, including noise, seismic, fire, and airborne emissions, and designation of  land uses in an 
appropriate manner to mitigate these impacts; and 

 Coordination on enhancing public and community services such as law enforcement, fire protection, and 
parks. 

 Provide a balance of  jobs and housing consistent with AB 32, SB 375, and SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 

3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
“Project,” as defined by the CEQA Guidelines, means “the whole of  an action, which has a potential for 
resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment, and that is any of  the following: (1)…enactment and amendment of  zoning 
ordinances, and the adoption and amendment of  local General Plans or elements thereof  pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100-65700” (14 Cal. Code of  Reg. 15378[a]). 
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3.3.1 Project Background 
The adopted Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan) was adopted by the Los Angeles 
County Board of  Supervisors on December 4, 1986. It contains regional goals and policies pertaining to land 
use, housing, community revitalization, community design, human resources, circulation, public services and 
facilities, governmental services, environmental resource management, noise abatement, seismic safety, public 
safety, and energy conservation. 

The proposed Area Plan and associated zoning consistency (Proposed Project) is a comprehensive update to 
the adopted 1986 Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan). It is the result of  a highly 
inclusive and extensive community participation program launched in the fall of  2007. Through a series of  at 
least 23 community meetings, residents and other stakeholders worked alongside County planners to develop 
a shared vision of  the future, identify community issues, draft proposals for the future, and prioritize their 
recommendations, forming the foundation of  the proposed Area Plan. Building on the foundation laid by the 
region’s communities and from input with other stakeholders, planners partnered with other County 
departments to explore the recommendations, refine the proposed goals and policies, plan for program 
implementation, and gather support to ensure success. 

3.3.1.1 GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 

The County’s General Plan was originally adopted in 1973 and comprehensively updated and adopted on 
November 25, 1980. The current version of  the General Plan (Adopted General Plan) is composed of  11 
separate elements. A comprehensive update to the Countywide General Plan (Proposed General Plan) is 
currently underway and is expected to be adopted in late 2014 or early 2015. The planning horizon year for 
the Proposed General Plan is 2035, however, full buildout for the Proposed General Plan will occur after 
2035. 

Community-Based Plans 

The Adopted General Plan defines policy for all unincorporated areas. However, due to the size and 
complexity of  the unincorporated areas, a single plan cannot adequately meet the needs of  all communities. 
The Adopted General Plan includes community-based plans that allow communities to build off  of  the 
General Plan to address the issues that are unique to their areas, including area plans, community plans, local 
coastal land use plans, and specific plans. The geographic, demographic, and social diversity of  the 
unincorporated areas guides the development of  each area plan, and the goals and policies represent the long-
term planning objectives for each unincorporated area of  the County. As part of  the Proposed General Plan 
Update, the County has designated 11 Planning Areas within the County. The Proposed Planning Areas 
Framework also provides for smaller community and coastal land use plans within each Planning Area. These 
community-based plans are components of  the General Plan and must be consistent with General Plan goals 
and policies. Community plans cover smaller geographic areas within a Planning Area and address 
neighborhood and/or community-level policy issues. Coastal land use plans are components of  local coastal 
programs and regulate land use and establish policies to guide development in the coastal zone.  
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3.3.1.2 EXISTING LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

The Adopted Area Plan identifies the types of  land uses allowed in the Project Area and identifies where 
those uses may be located. Table 3-1, Buildout Statistics for the Adopted Area Plan, shows the breakdown of  the 
unincorporated areas by major land use category. Table 3-1 also estimates how many housing units, people, 
square feet of  nonresidential space, and jobs would be located in the Project Area at theoretical buildout of  
the Adopted Area Plan. See Figure 3-3, Adopted Area Plan Land Use Policy Map (1986), for geographic 
placement of  land use designations discussed in the Adopted Area Plan. 

Table 3-1 Buildout Statistics for the Adopted Area Plan 

Land Use Category Acres1 Units Population2 
Nonresidential Uses 

(Square Feet) Jobs3 
Commercial 902 - - 19,652,000 38,329 
Industrial 579 - - 12,606,000 9,652 
Infrastructure 2,649 - - - 100 
Open Space 589,080 - - - 624 
Public / Semi-Public 17,029 - - 14,613,000 767 
Residential 5,541 16,385 62,746 - 485 
Rural 522,188 261,864 1,008,178 - 1,361 

Total 1,137,968 278,249 1,070,924 46,870,000 51,319 
1 Acres are given as adjusted gross acreages, which do not include the right-of-way for roadways, flood control facilities, or railroads. 
2 Projections of population by residential designation are based on a person-per-household factor that varies by housing type. 
3 Projection of jobs by land use category is based on an employment generation factor that varies by employment category. 

 

As shown in Table 3-1, the Adopted Area Plan for Antelope Valley would allow approximately 278,249 
housing units, 1,070,924 residents, nearly 47 million square feet of  nonresidential uses, and 51,319 jobs at 
buildout.  
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3.3.2 Project Description 
The Proposed Project is a comprehensive update of  the 1986 Antelope Valley Area Plan. The project 
includes updated goals and policies, identification of  implementing programs and associated zoning 
consistency and ordinances as well as a new Land Use Policy Map for the Project Area. 

The Proposed Project identifies 1) Rural Preserve Areas, where residential densities would be reduced in 
order to protect important ecological and agricultural resources as well as minimize development in very high 
hazard areas; 2) Rural Town Areas, where maximum residential densities and minimum lot sizes would be 
established to preserve rural character; 3) Rural Town Centers, where urban commercial uses would be 
discouraged but rural commercial uses would be incentivized; and 4) Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), 
where plans for major infrastructure development are underway that may create the need for more detailed 
planning activities for these areas in the future. The Proposed Area Plan anticipates that future planning may 
be needed in these areas to determine any appropriate land use and zoning changes needed when these 
infrastructure projects are completed. 

As a component of  the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Area Plan would refine the countywide goals 
and policies in the Adopted General Plan by addressing specific issues relevant to the Project Area, such as 
community maintenance and appearance, preservation of  rural character, open space, and agricultural lands, 
and provides more specific guidance on elements already found in the Adopted General Plan. All issues not 
covered in the Area Plan are addressed by the Adopted General Plan.  

As stated above, the Proposed Area Plan would replace all elements, including the Land Use Policy Map, of  
the Adopted Area Plan. In addition, the adoption of  the Area Plan will also amend the Adopted General Plan 
to reflect updated policy maps regarding the Highway Plan, hazards and resources, and Significant Ecological 
Areas (SEAs), etc. The Proposed Project will also include an expansion of  the proposed boundaries of  the 
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) in the Antelope Valley. These updated SEA boundaries are one of  the 
main underpinnings of  the proposed Land Use Policy Map of  the Proposed Area Plan and is thus integrally 
incorporated into the Land Use Policy Map as indicated in Maps 2.1 through 2.3 of  the Proposed Area Plan. 

3.3.2.1 COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED AREA PLAN 

The Proposed Area Plan is organized into the following chapters: 

 Introduction. This chapter presents the Proposed Area Plan’s purpose and values, the geographic area, 
and the communities’ vision statement. 

 Land Use Element. This chapter discusses how the communities’ vision translates into a development 
pattern through the concept of  land use. The element contains two major components: the land use 
goals and policies, and the Land Use Policy Map. Proposed goals and policies articulate how the Area 
Plan’s vision statement, Rural Preservation Strategy and incorporation of  EOAs would be achieved by 
setting out intended land use outcomes. As a visual reflection of  these goals and policies, the Land Use 
Policy Map identifies the types, locations and development intensities of  land uses for unincorporated 
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areas of  the Project Area. The Land Use Policy Map is shown in Figure 3-4 (a through c), Proposed Land 
Use Policy Map. 

 Mobility Element. This chapter describes the multimodal approach to moving around the Project Area. 
This element creates a framework for a balanced, multi-modal transportation system in the Project Area 
through goals and policies that address three topics: regional movement of  services and goods, local 
transportation meeting the needs of  residents, and the balance required to meet the demands of  both. 
The Proposed Highway Plan is shown on Figure 3-5. 

 Economic Development Element. This chapter discusses the ways that economic activities can be 
promoted in the Antelope Valley in a sustainable and ecologically sensitive manner. The chapter aims to 
balance economic growth with the preservation of  the Project Area’s unique rural character and 
environmental resources. 

 Conservation and Open Space Element. This chapter describes conservation efforts to address 
potential threats to natural resources. Goals and policies are provided to protect the region’s 
environmentally significant undisturbed natural spaces, make use of  natural resources, and provide open 
space areas for recreation and enjoyment. The element identifies the resources and open spaces which 
may be developed, and gives guidance as to how sustainable land development can be conducted in the 
future. In addition, it identifies areas that are to be preserved from development, or are unsuitable for 
development due to hazards. 

 Public Safety, Services, & Facilities Element. This chapter provides measures to ensure services are 
in place to maintain the safety and welfare of  residents. Goals and policies outline strategies intended to 
fulfill the County’s mission to “enrich lives through effective and caring service.” The element identifies 
local hazards related to fires, geology, and floods. It also elaborates on community expectations for local 
services that include law enforcement, parks, schools, libraries, health facilities, and economic 
development. 

 Community-Specific Land Use Concepts. This chapter highlights each established town and describes 
its land use form in more detail. The chapter attempts to provide expectations for how each rural 
community may change and grow throughout the life of  the Proposed Area Plan. Land use concepts 
specify the desired land uses for each community and identify potentially incompatible land uses that 
would not be desirable. The chapter is intended to be used by residents, stakeholders, and decision-
makers when considering the appropriateness of  land use development projects, infrastructure 
improvements, and conservations efforts. 

 Plan Implementation. This chapter describes future planning activities that will be undertaken to 
further implement the goals and policies described in the Proposed Area Plan. This chapter aims to 
provide the general framework for these activities as a guide for the County and the public in pursuing 
these implementing planning activities in the future. 
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Policy Highlights of the Area Plan 

The following discussion describes the major land use strategies in the Proposed Area Plan, which are 
supported by goals, policies, programs, and strategic changes to the Land Use Policy Map. 

Rural Preservation Strategy 

The Area Plan includes a new “Rural Preservation Strategy” that addresses issues of  regional significance in a 
manner that builds upon the communities’ vision statement and is based on four types of  environments–rural 
town center areas, rural town areas, rural preserve areas, and EOAs–that serve different purposes. 

 Rural town centers are the focal points of  rural communities, accessible by a range of  transportation 
options to reduce private vehicle trips, serving the daily needs of  residents, and providing local 
employment opportunities. These areas would be designated for commercial and/or industrial use as they 
are in the Adopted Area Plan, but some of  these areas would also allow a mix of  commercial and 
residential uses. 

 Rural town areas provide a transition between rural town center areas and rural preserve areas. They are 
occupied by a mix of  residential and light agricultural uses. The majority of  new residential development 
should be directed to these areas, provided that such development is consistent with the existing 
community character and allows for light agricultural, equestrian, and animal-keeping uses where 
appropriate. Accordingly, allowable residential densities in these areas would generally be equal to, or 
greater than, allowable residential densities in the Adopted Area Plan. These areas would provide 
transportation linkages to rural town center areas and other nearby destination points. 

 Rural preserve areas are the portions of  the Project Area which are currently largely undeveloped and 
are generally not served by existing infrastructure and public facilities. Many of  these areas contain 
Special Management Areas, such as Significant Ecological Areas, Agricultural Resource Areas, and 
Seismic Hazard Zones as defined in the Adopted General Plan. Therefore, residential development in 
these areas should be limited to single-family homes at very low densities. Accordingly, allowable 
residential densities in these areas would generally be far less than allowable residential densities in the 
adopted Area Plan. These areas are less likely to benefit from increased property tax revenues and 
developer fees, which may make it difficult to fund additional infrastructure, such as major roadways, 
water lines, and sewer lines. The Rural Preservation Strategy acknowledges this by directing additional 
infrastructure to rural town center areas and rural town areas, where the placement of  additional 
infrastructure would be more cost-effective and would generally have fewer effects on the environment. 

Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) 

The Proposed Area Plan also identifies three EOAs. These are areas where plans for major infrastructure 
projects are underway that would create conditions for development vastly different than currently existing on 
the ground. Because of  ongoing plans by Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) and the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) to build the High Desert Corridor 
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Project in the eastern Antelope Valley, and the Northwest 138 Corridor Improvement Project in the western 
Antelope Valley, the Area Plan identifies three EOAs:  

 East EOA. This area encompasses the communities of  Lake Los Angeles, Sun Village, Littlerock, 
Pearblossom, Llano and Crystalaire. 

 Central EOA. This area is located along Avenue D, just north of  Fox Field Airport and west of  the CA-
14 Freeway. 

 West EOA. This area is located along Highway 138 east and west of  the California Aqueduct and 
including portions of  Neenach. 

The Proposed Area Plan includes an implementation program for future community plans if  warranted, to 
further analyze the effects of  planned infrastructure projects in these areas, and recommend land use and 
zoning changes and revised policies as necessary. Prior to any master-planned development approval in the 
West EOA, a specific plan, community plan, or other similar planning document is required to ensure orderly 
development. 

Special Management Areas 

The county’s existing Special Management Areas require additional development regulations that are 
necessary to prevent the loss of  life and property, and to protect the natural environment and important 
resources. Special Management Areas include but are not limited to Agricultural Resource Areas, Airport 
Influence Areas, Seismic Hazard Zones, Flood Hazard Zones, Significant Ecological Areas, Hillside 
Management Areas, and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The Proposed Project minimizes risks to 
hazards and limits development in Special Management Areas through refined goals, policies, and programs 
from the Adopted General Plan. 

Agricultural Resource Areas (ARAs) are areas where the Proposed Project promotes the preservation of  
agricultural land. These areas are protected by policies to prevent the conversion of  farmland to incompatible 
uses. 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) include undisturbed or lightly disturbed habitat supporting valuable 
and threatened species, linkages and corridors to promote species movement, and are sized to support 
sustainable populations of  its component species. The objective of  the SEA Program is to preserve the 
genetic and physical diversity of  the County by designing biological resource areas capable of  sustaining 
themselves into the future. However SEAs are not wilderness preserves. Much of  the land in SEAs is 
privately held, used for public recreation or abutting developed areas. Thus the SEA Program is intended to 
ensure that privately held lands within the SEAs retain the right of  reasonable use, while avoiding activities 
and development projects that are incompatible with the long term survival of  the SEAs. As part of  the 
Countywide General Plan Update, an update to the existing Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance has been 
proposed. Although the SEA Ordinance update is not part of  this Proposed Project, the updated SEA 
boundaries are part of  the Proposed Project and the Proposed Land Use Policy Maps are based on the 
updated boundaries. The updated SEA boundaries for the Project Area are shown on Figure 3-6. 
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Hillside Management Areas (HMAs) are areas with a natural slope gradient of  25 percent or steeper. The 
adopted provisions regulating HMAs ensure that development preserves the physical character and scenic 
value in HMAs. 

3.3.2.2 ZONING CONSISTENCY 

Proposed Zoning Map Amendments 

In order to maintain consistency between the updated Area Plan Land Use Policy Map and the Zoning Map, 
rezoning is necessary where the proposed land use designation would no longer be consistent with Area Plan 
Land Use Policy Map. The Area Plan Land Use Policy Map establishes the long-range vision for general 
intended uses. In addition, the zoning consistency program also includes amendments to the Zoning Code. 
Title 22 (Planning and Zoning) of  the Los Angeles County Code (Zoning Code herein) and Zoning Map 
implement that vision by providing details on specific allowable uses. The Proposed Zoning is shown in 
Figure 3-7 (a through c), Proposed Zoning. A complete description of  the proposed land use and zoning 
changes is included in Appendix C of  this DEIR. 

Proposed Amendments to the Zoning Code 

In order to implement goals and policies included in the Proposed Area Plan and to ensure zoning 
consistency, revisions to the Zoning Code will be part of  the Proposed Project. These include the creation of  
the following two new zones, which are included in their entirety in Appendix D of  this DEIR: 

 C-RU Rural Commercial Zone: Zone C-RU provides detailed uses, development standards, and 
procedures for low-intensity commercial uses that are compatible with rural, agricultural, and low-density 
residential uses. The intent of  the zone is to serve the diverse economic needs of  rural communities, 
while preserving their unique characters and identities. 

 MXD-RU Mixed Use Rural Zone: Zone MXD-RU provides detailed uses, development standards, and 
procedures for a limited mix of  commercial uses and very low-density multifamily residential uses on the 
same lot within rural town centers. 

Additional amendments to Title 22 of  the County Code would do the following: 

 Update applicability criteria for the existing provisions regulating SEAs. 

 Add “museums” and “zip-lines” to the list of  uses allowed in the Commercial-Recreation (C-R) Zone. 

3.3.2.3 PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT UNDER THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d), this DEIR determines whether there are direct physical 
changes and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment that would be caused by the 
Proposed Project. Specifically, this DEIR focuses on impacts from changes to land use associated with 
buildout of  the proposed land use maps and impacts from overall population and employment growth in the 
Project Area. The ultimate development of  unincorporated areas is not tied to a specific timeline. 
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Buildout projections for the Proposed Project are shown in Table 3-2, Buildout Projections for the Proposed Area 
Plan. These buildout projections are used throughout this DEIR to estimate the magnitude of  development 
that would likely occur within the Project Area upon buildout of  the Proposed Project. The total acreage for 
each land use designation is used to estimate the number of  dwelling units, residents, square feet of  
nonresidential uses, and jobs that would be generated. These projections are used extensively in the analysis 
of  potential project impacts such as increases in air quality, noise, and traffic. Please refer to Appendix E of  
this DEIR for a complete description of  the buildout methodology. 

It is impossible to perfectly predict the exact amount, timeline, or distribution of  development that would 
occur under the Proposed Project. However, the estimates in Table 3-2 allow for analysis of  potential impacts 
on a programmatic level. 

Table 3-2 Buildout Projections for the Proposed Project 

Proposed Land Use Acres Dwelling Units Population 
Nonresidential Floor 

Area (sq. ft.) Employment 
CR – Rural Commercial 1,793 - - 19,508,183 38,376 
MU-R – Rural Commercial/Mixed Use 693 1,386 5,337 3,773,743 7,385 
H2 – Residential 2 4,562 7,299 28,101 - 300 
H5 – Residential 5 6,687 26,748 102,978 - - 
H9 – Residential 9 453 3,264 11,752 - - 
H18 – Residential 18 121 1,737 6,253 - - 
H30 – Residential 30 84 2,013 5,615 - - 
IH – Heavy Industrial 1,980 - - 16,060,113 14,575 
IL – Light Industrial 4,173 - - 90,884,331 69,590 
OS-BLM – Bureau of Land Management 9,002 - - - - 
OS-C – Conservation 19,670 - - - - 
ML – Military Land 41,779 - - - - 
OS-NF – Open Space National Forest 499,734 - - - 50 
OS-PR – Parks and Recreation 19,315 - - - 346 
W – Water 11,038 - - - - 
P – Public and Semi-Public 19,870 - - - 3,175 
RL1 – Rural Land 1 10,242 10,242 39,431 - 2 
RL2 – Rural Land 2 30,833 15,417 59,354 - 400 
RL5 – Rural Land 5 36,329 7,266 27,973 - - 
RL10 – Rural Land 10 204,000 20,400 78,540 - 100 
RL20 – Rural Land 20 208,187 10,409 40,076 - 50 

Total 1,130,544 106,180 405,410 130,226,370 134,351 
Existing 24,739 93,490 93,125,468 31,838 

Increase Over Existing 81,441 311,920 37,100,902 102,513 
Note: Historically, jurisdiction-wide build-out levels do not achieve the maximum allowable density/intensity on every parcel and are, on average, lower than allowed by 

the proposed Area Plan. Accordingly, the build-out projections in this Area Plan do not assume build-out at the maximum density or intensity and instead are adjusted 
downward to account for variations in build-out intensity. 
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NOTES:
Community Names are for reference only.  They are not intended to reflect Town Council Boundaries, Census Designated
Places, Community Standards Districts, or any other administrative boundary.

Inset Maps are provided for cartographic purposes only.  They are intended to improve legibility in denser areas, not to 
highlight certain communities in the Antelope Valley.

Zoning
R-1 - Single-family residence

R-2 - Two-family residence

R-3-()U - Limited multiple residence

R-4-()U - Unlimited residence

R-A - Residential agriculture

RPD - Residential planned development

A-1 - Light agriculture

A-2 - Heavy agriculture

A-2-H - Heavy agriculture including hog ranches

C-H - Commercial highway

C-1 - Restricted business

C-2 - Neighborhood commercial

C-3 - Unlimited commercial

C-M - Commercial manufacturing

C-MJ - Major commercial

C-R - Commercial recreation

C-RU - Commercial - rural

CPD - Commercial planned development

M-1 - Light manufacturing

D-2 - Desert-Mountain

IT - Institutional

SP - Specific Plan

M-1.5 - Restricted heavy manufacturing

MPD - Manufacturing industrial planned development

M-2 - Heavy manufacturing
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As shown in Table 3-2, buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in approximately 81,441 additional 
housing units in the Project Area compared to existing conditions. These new units would generate 
approximately 311,920 additional residents. Buildout of  the Proposed Project would also result in a 39 
percent increase in nonresidential (commercial and industrial) space. New employment-generating land uses 
would result in an increase of  approximately 102,513 more jobs than under existing conditions. 

3.4 INTENDED USES OF THIS DEIR 
This is a Program EIR which examines the potential environmental impacts of  the Proposed Project. This 
EIR is also being prepared to address various actions by the County and others to adopt and implement the 
Area Plan. It is the intent of  the EIR to enable the County, other responsible agencies, and interested parties 
to evaluate the environmental impacts of  the Proposed Project, thereby enabling them to make informed 
decisions with respect to the requested entitlements. Future environmental review will also be able to tier off  
of  this analysis contained in this DEIR in order to focus future analysis on the project-specific impacts of  
future discretionary projects. The anticipated approvals required for this project are as follows: 

Lead Agency Action 

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors  

• Certify EIR for the proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan (Case No. RENV 201400201) 
• Adopt comprehensive update of the Antelope Valley Area Plan (Case No. RADV 

200700019) 
• Adopt amendments to Title 22 of the County Code: 

 Case No. RADV 201400009 (Zoning consistency program, including new 
zones and other ordinance amendments) 

 Case No. RZC 201400009 (Zone changes of property) 
• Approve Project No. R2007-02733-(5) 

Trustee Agencies Responsibility 
CA Dept of Fish And Wildlife • CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of wildlife, 

native plants, and habitat necessary to maintain biologically sustainable populations. As a 
trustee for these resources, CDFW provides the requisite biological expertise to review 
and comment upon environmental documents and impacts arising from project activities, 
as those terms are used in CEQA. (Fish and Game Code Section 1802). 

CA Dept of Parks And Recreation • California Department of Parks and Recreation manages 280 park units, which contain 
the finest and most diverse collection of natural, cultural, and recreational resources to be 
found within California. Their mission is to provide for the health, inspiration and education 
of the people of California by helping to preserve the state's extraordinary biological 
diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating 
opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation. 

CA State Lands Commission 
• The California State Lands Commission serves the people of California by providing 

stewardship of the lands, waterways, and resources entrusted to its care through 
economic development, protection, preservation, and restoration. 
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4. Environmental Setting 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of  this section is to provide, pursuant to provisions of  the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines, a “description of  the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of  the project, as they exist at the time the notice of  preparation is published, from both a local and a 
regional perspective.” The environmental setting will provide a set of  baseline physical conditions from which 
the lead agency will determine the significance of  environmental impacts resulting from the Antelope Valley 
Area Plan (Proposed Project). In addition, subsections of  Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, provide a more 
detailed description of  the local environment setting for the environmental topical areas. 

4.2 REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
4.2.1 Regional Location 
Los Angeles County 

With approximately 4,083 square miles, Los Angeles County is geographically one of  the largest counties in 
the country. Los Angeles County stretches along 75 miles of  the Pacific Coast of  Southern California and is 
bordered to the southeast by Orange County and San Bernardino County, to the north by Kern County, and 
to the west by Ventura County. Los Angeles County also includes two offshore islands, Santa Catalina Island 
and San Clemente Island. Los Angeles County includes 88 cities and unincorporated areas. The 
unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles County comprise approximately 2,656 square miles and over one 
million people.  

Project Area 

The Project Area is the northernmost part of  Los Angeles County. It includes portions of  the Antelope 
Valley, the San Gabriel Mountains, and adjacent areas. As shown in Figure 3-1, Regional Vicinity Map, (in 
Chapter 3, Project Description), it borders San Bernardino County to the east, Ventura County to the west, and 
Kern County to the north. Other portions of  Los Angeles County, including the San Fernando Valley, Santa 
Clarita Valley, and San Gabriel Valley, are located to the south of  the Project Area. 

The Project Area covers approximately 1,800 square miles, or 44 percent of  Los Angeles County. It 
surrounds the City of  Palmdale and City of  Lancaster and includes over two dozen communities. 
Unincorporated areas in the Project Area include large amounts of  sparsely populated land and include the 
Angeles National Forest, part of  the Los Padres National Forest, and part of  the Mojave Desert. 
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4.2.2 Regional Planning Considerations 
Southern California Association of Governments 

The Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG) is a federally recognized Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) that represents the counties of  Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Imperial, San 
Bernardino, and Riverside, and 190 cities, and encompasses over 38,000 square miles. SCAG is a regional 
planning agency and a forum for addressing regional issues concerning transportation, the economy, 
community development, and the environment. SCAG is also the regional clearinghouse for projects 
requiring environmental documentation under federal and state law. In this role, SCAG reviews proposed 
development and infrastructure projects to analyze their impacts on regional planning programs. As the 
Southern California region’s MPO, SCAG cooperates with the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD), Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District (MDAQMD), the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans), and other 
agencies in preparing regional planning documents. 

SCAG divides Los Angeles County into nine SCAG subregions. The Project Area is located in the North Los 
Angeles County subregion. 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On April 4, 2012, SCAG adopted the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) to help coordinate the development of  the region’s transportation improvements. The RTP is a 
long-range transportation plan that is developed and updated by SCAG every four years. The RTP provides a 
vision for transportation investments throughout the region. Using growth forecasts and economic trends 
that project out over a 20-year period, the RTP considers the role of  transportation in the broader context of  
economic, environmental, and quality-of-life goals for the future, and identifies regional transportation 
strategies to address the region’s mobility needs. The Proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable 2012 
RTP policies is analyzed in detail in Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, of  this Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR). 

South Coast Air Quality Management District and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District  

The SCAQMD and AVAQMD are responsible for monitoring air quality as well as for planning, 
implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air quality 
standards in the Project Area. The southern portion of  the Project Area, including the San Gabriel 
Mountains, is in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), which is managed by SCAQMD. The SCAQMD 
jurisdiction is approximately 10,743 square miles and includes all of  Los Angeles County except for the 
Antelope Valley, which is covered by the AVAQMD. The SCAQMD and AVAQMD implement a wide range 
of  programs and regulations that address point source pollution and mobile source emissions, and enforce air 
quality through inspections, fines, and educational training. 

The air pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and mobile sources are regulated by federal and 
state law. These regulated air pollutants are known as criteria air pollutants and are: carbon monoxide, volatile 
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organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur dioxide, coarse inhalable particulate matter (PM10), 
fine inhalable particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead. VOC and NOX are criteria pollutant precursors and go on 
to form secondary criteria pollutants, such as ozone (O3), through chemical and photochemical reactions in 
the atmosphere. Air basins are classified as attainment/nonattainment areas for particular pollutants, 
depending on whether they meet ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for that pollutant. The levels of  
ozone, particulate matter, and carbon monoxide in Los Angeles County continually exceed federal and state 
ambient air quality standards. The purpose of  the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for SoCAB is 
to set forth a comprehensive and integrated program that will lead SoCAB into compliance with the federal 
24-hour PM2.5 air quality standard, and to provide an update to SoCAB’s commitments toward meeting the 
federal 8-hour ozone standards. It will also serve to satisfy recent United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) requirements for a new attainment demonstration of  the revoked 1-hour ozone standard, as 
well as a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) emissions offset demonstration. 

Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 

The desert portion of  Los Angeles County broke away from SCAQMD and established a new air district as 
of  July 1, 1997. The Antelope Valley portion of  the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) is bounded by Kern 
County to the north, San Bernardino County to the east, and has a jagged southwest boundary that runs 
roughly from the Gorman area in the northwest to the San Bernardino County line in the Angeles Forest in 
the southeast. The AVAQMD portion of  the MDAB covers approximately 1,300 square miles and includes 
the cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale. AVAQMD is the agency responsible for assuring that the National and 
California AAQS are attained and maintained in the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 

Mojave Desert Air Basin 

The MDAB is an assemblage of  mountain ranges interspersed with long broad valleys that often contain dry 
lakes. Many of  the lower mountains that dot the vast terrain rise from 1,000 to 4,000 feet above the valley 
floor (AVAQMD 2011). Elevations in the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB range from 2,300 to over 
8,000 feet (AVAQMD 2008). Prevailing winds in the MDAB are out of  the west and southwest. These 
prevailing winds are due to the proximity of  the MDAB to coastal and central regions and the blocking nature 
of  the Sierra Nevada to the north; air masses pushed onshore in Southern California by differential heating 
are channeled through the MDAB. The MDAB is separated from the Southern California coastal and central 
California valley regions by mountains (highest elevation approximately 10,000 feet) whose passes form the 
main channels for these air masses. The Antelope Valley is bordered in the northwest by the Tehachapi 
Mountains, separated from the Sierra Nevada in the north by the Tehachapi Pass (3,800 feet elevation). The 
Antelope Valley is bordered to the south by the San Gabriel Mountains, bisected by Soledad Canyon (3,300 
feet) (AVAQMD 2011). 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, California’s water quality control law, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) has ultimate control over water quality policy and allocation of  state water 
resources. The SWRCB, through its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), carries out the 
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regulation, protection, and administration of  water quality in each region. Each regional board is required to 
adopt a water quality control plan or basin plan.  

The Project Area is in the Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board Region (Region 4) and the Lahontan 
Water Quality Control Board Region (Region 6). A small part of  the northwest corner of  Los Angeles 
County is in the Central Valley Region (Region 5). The Water Quality Control Plan for Region 4 was adopted 
in 1994; for Region 6 in 1995. These Basin Plans give direction on the beneficial uses of  the state waters 
within the two regions, describe the water quality that must be maintained to support such uses, and provide 
programs, projects, and other actions necessary to achieve the standards established in the Basin Plans.  

California Air Resources Board 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act, was passed by the California state legislature on 
August 31, 2006, to place the state on a course toward reducing its contribution of  greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. AB 32 follows the first tier of  emissions reduction targets established in Executive Order S-3-05, 
signed on June 1, 2005, which requires the state’s global warming emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 
the year 2020. Pursuant to the requirements of  AB 32, the state’s reduction in global warming emissions will 
be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on global warming emissions. In order to effectively 
implement the cap, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Scoping Plan in December 2008 
that identified the GHG emissions reduction targets and reduction strategies for the various emission sectors 
within the state. Projected GHG emissions in California identified in the 2008 Scoping Plan are estimated at 
596 million metric tons (MMT) of  CO2-equivalent (CO2e) pollutants. CARB approved a 2020 emissions limit 
of  427 MMT of  CO2e for the state (CARB 2008). Since the release of  the 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB has 
updated the statewide GHG emissions inventory to reflect GHG emissions in light of  the economic 
downturn and measures that had not been previously considered within the 2008 Scoping Plan baseline 
inventory. The updated forecast predicts emissions to be 507 MMT by 2020. The new inventory identifies 
that an estimated 80 MMT of  reductions are necessary to achieve the statewide emissions reduction of  AB 32 
by 2020, or 15.7 percent of  the projected emissions compared to business as usual in year 2020 (i.e., 
15.7 percent of  507 MMT) (CARB 2012). 

California Department of Transportation 

Caltrans is the state agency responsible for the maintenance of  freeways and highways. The County 
coordinates with Caltrans on mobility and land use decisions that may affect state transportation facilities. 

US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

Sensitive biological resources are habitats or individual species that have special recognition by federal, state, 
or local conservation agencies and organizations as endangered, threatened, and/or rare. This is due to the 
species’ declining or limited population sizes, which usually results from habitat loss. Watch lists of  such 
resources are maintained by the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and special groups, such as the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). The 
Project Area contains multiple habitats as well as plant and animal species that have been accorded special 
recognition. 
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United States Forest Service 

The Angeles National Forest and a small portion of  the Los Padres National Forest encompass nearly 
650,000 acres of  land within the Project Area. The Angeles National Forest stretches across Los Angeles 
County in two sections encompassing the San Gabriel Mountain Range, and is 1,018 square miles, or 
25 percent of  the land area of  Los Angeles County. The US Forest Service is responsible for managing public 
forest lands. Its mission is the stewardship of  forest lands and resources through programs that provide 
recreation and multiple uses of  natural resources, wilderness areas, and significant habitat areas. The 
US Forest Service prepares and periodically updates the Land and Resource Management Plan as a policy 
guide for the use of  lands in the national forests. Within the boundaries of  the national forests, nearly 
40,000 acres are privately owned. For these parcels, commonly referred to as in-holdings, the County retains 
responsibility for land use regulation. 

Bureau of Land Management 

The US Bureau of  Land Management (BLM) owns thousands of  acres of  open space land. These primarily 
desert lands serve to preserve federally listed endangered and threatened species, and where compatible, 
provide recreational, agricultural, energy, and mining activities. 

US Department of Defense 

The US Department of  Defense is responsible for thousands of  acres within the Project Area, including a 
portion of  Edwards Air Force Base. Coordination between the County and Department of  Defense is 
important to ensure compatibility between military installations and operation areas, and adjacent land uses. 
Military Operation Areas (MOAs) are three-dimensional airspace designated for military training and 
transport activities that have a defined floor (minimum altitude) and ceiling (maximum altitude). Within Los 
Angeles County, there are several MOAs used by military aircraft to practice high and low altitude training 
exercises and travel routes between military installations. Additionally, in and around MOAs, testing is 
conducted to maintain military readiness. In guiding growth and development in the unincorporated areas, it 
is important to consider the critical role of  MOAs in support of  national defense. 

4.3 LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The Project Area covers 1,800 square miles, or 44 percent of  the 4,083 square miles in Los Angeles County. 
The Project Area surrounds the City of  Palmdale and City of  Lancaster and borders San Bernardino County 
to the east, Ventura County to the west, and Kern County to the north. The existing Antelope Valley Area 
Plan (Adopted Area Plan) was adopted on December 4, 1986. 

4.3.1 General Plan and Zoning 
Existing General Plan Framework  

The County’s efforts to prepare a General Plan for the unincorporated areas began in the 1970s with the 
creation of  the Environmental Development Guide. In 1973, the County adopted its first General Plan, 
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followed by a comprehensive update in 1980. The existing General Plan defines policy for all unincorporated 
areas. Due to the size and complexity of  the County, a single plan cannot adequately meet the needs of  all the 
County’s communities. As a result, the Existing General Plan consists of  two major components: (1) 
Countywide chapters and elements that set the Countywide policy framework; and (2) areawide and 
community plans that deal with local issues of  unincorporated communities. These community-based plans 
include area plans, community plans, neighborhood plans, and local coastal land use plans, which address 
neighborhood and/or community-level policy issues. All community-based plans are components of  the 
General Plan and must be consistent with General Plan goals and policies 

The County’s adopted General Plan and community-based plans can be found online at 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/plans/adopted. 

Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan 

The existing Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan (Adopted Area Plan) was adopted by the Los Angeles 
County Board of  Supervisors on December 4, 1986. It contains regional goals and policies pertaining to land 
use, housing, community revitalization, community design, human resources, circulation, public services and 
facilities, governmental services, environmental resource management, noise abatement, seismic safety, public 
safety, and energy conservation. 

The Adopted Area Plan identifies the types of  land uses allowed in the Project Area and identifies where 
those uses may be located. Previous Table 3-1, Buildout Statistics for the Adopted Area Plan, shows the breakdown 
of  the unincorporated areas by major land use category. Table 3-1 also estimates how many housing units, 
people, square feet of  nonresidential space, and jobs would be located in the Project Area at theoretical 
buildout of  the Adopted Area Plan. See Previous Figure 3-3, Adopted Area Plan Land Use Policy Map (1986), for 
geographic placement of  land use designations discussed in the Adopted Area Plan. 

Existing Zoning  

The Los Angeles County Code, including Title 21, Subdivisions, and Title 22, Planning and Zoning, provide 
the basis for current zoning in the unincorporated areas. For each zone, the County Code provides 
development standards that govern such things as permitted land uses, minimum lot area, maximum height 
limit, required parking, yard requirements, and other standards as appropriate. 

Existing Land Use 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of  existing land uses within Project Area, including total acres, density, units, 
population, and employment. 
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Table 4-1 Existing Land Uses in the Project Area 

Land Use Category Acres Units Population 
Bldg. Sq. Footage 

(in thousands) Jobs 
Commercial 2,070 0 0 2,148 4,076 
Industrial 3,512 0 0 1,273 1,609 
Open Space 15,484 0 0 99 300 
Other 1,010,848 0 0 7,050 21,903 
Public / Semi-Public 856 0 0 1,956 3,950 
Residential 103,839 24,739 93,490 80,600 0 

Total 1,136,609 24,739 93,490 93,125 31,838 
Source: DRP 2013. 
 

4.3.2 Descriptions of the Environmental Setting 
The following is a broad overview of  the Project Area’s existing environmental setting. Subsections of  
Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, provide a more detailed description of  the local environmental setting for 
specific topical areas. 

Agriculture 

Farmland in the Project Area is primarily located in the Antelope Valley and around the community of  
Acton. Important farmland, as defined and mapped by the state, is concentrated in the northwest Antelope 
Valley and in the central Antelope Valley east of  Lancaster and Palmdale. The top five agricultural 
commodities by dollar value in 2012 in Los Angeles County were nursery production, vegetable crops, field 
crops, fruit and nut crops, and livestock production. These commodities are representative of  those in the 
Project Area. 

Biological Resources 

Because the vast expanse of  the Project Area includes mountains, deserts, grasslands, and riparian areas, 
biological resources in the region vary widely. They include numerous habitat types and special-status species. 
Detailed information for biological resources in the Project Area, including plant communities and wildlife, is 
provided in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of  this DEIR. Primary issues associated with biological resources 
include 1) preserving biotic diversity, which is continually threatened by development; 2) periodically 
monitoring and reporting on the status of  Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), which continually evolve over 
time; and 3) balancing private property rights against impacts to irreplaceable biological resources. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Project Area spans two air basins and air districts. The northern portions of  the Project Area are within 
the MDAB. The southern portion of  the Project Area, which consists of  the Angeles National Forest, is 
within the SoCAB. Depending on which air basin a site lies within, land use is subject to the rules and 
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regulations imposed by the SCAQMD or the AVAQMD, as well as the California AAQS adopted by CARB 
and National AAQS adopted by the EPA. 

The Global Warming Solutions Act of  2006 (AB 32) manages and reduces greenhouse gas emissions in 
California. The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of  2008 (SB 375), is one of  many bills 
that implement AB 32, and requires MPOs such as SCAG to coordinate land use, transportation and housing 
strategies and prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 
levels by the year 2020. SCAG adopted its SCS as part of  its 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. 

Additional information regarding air quality and climate change regulation affecting the Project Area is 
provided in Section 4.2.2, Regional Planning Considerations, above. Existing climate and air quality conditions in 
the Project Area are also analyzed in Sections 5.3, Air Quality, and 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of  this DEIR. 
Main issues associated with air quality and climate change in the Project Area involve 1) coordinating land 
use, transportation, and air quality planning, particularly with respect to protecting sensitive receptors (i.e., 
residences, schools, daycare centers, etc.) from the impacts of  air pollution and reducing transportation-
related emissions; and 2) responding to climate change, with an emphasis on reducing fossil fuel emissions 
related to transportation uses.  

Geologic Setting 

The Project Area is typified by a variety of  distinctive landforms and topography, ranging from flat-lying 
areas of  little topographic relief  such as the playa lakes and broad alluvial plains of  the high Mojave Desert, 
to tectonically incised valleys such as the Leona Valley and the neighboring Portal and Ritter Ridges, to 
rugged mountain terrain along the north flank of  the San Gabriel Mountains. Elevations are similarly varied, 
ranging from elevations of  2,100 to 2,800 feet above mean sea level (amsl) near the main population centers 
of  Palmdale and Lancaster to peaks in the nearby San Gabriel Mountains that exceed 9,000 feet. 

The Project Area is one of  the most historically active seismic settings in North America. The Project Area 
includes portions of  the San Andreas and Garlock fault systems. The probability that a large earthquake will 
occur along the San Andreas Fault sometime during the next 30 years is currently estimated to be 40 percent 
or greater. Since 1800, over 90 significant earthquakes have jolted the Los Angeles region. There are over 50 
active and potentially active fault segments, an undetermined number of  buried faults, and at least four blind 
thrust faults capable of  producing damaging earthquakes in Los Angeles County. 

The California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of  1972 and Section 113 of  the County Building 
Code prohibit the location of  most structures for human occupancy across the traces of  active faults and 
lessen the impacts of  fault rupture. In addition, the California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of  1990 
regulates developments. Seismic Hazard Zone Maps depict areas where earthquake-induced liquefaction or 
landslides have historically occurred, or where there is a high potential for such occurrences. 

Additional information describing the existing geologic setting for the unincorporated areas, including a 
description of  each of  the active faults, is found in Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, of  this DEIR. The main 
issues in the Project Area associated with geology and landform include 1) seismic hazards and the associated 
effects and damage caused by earthquakes; and 2) geotechnical, or hillside, hazards, since more than 
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50 percent of  the Project Area is in hilly or mountainous terrain. The vast majority of  hillside hazards include 
mud and debris flows, active deep-seated landslides, hillside erosion, and human-induced slope instability. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials refer generally to hazardous substances that exhibit corrosive, poisonous, flammable, 
and/or reactive properties and have the potential to harm human health and/or the environment. Hazardous 
materials are used in products (household cleaners, industrial solvents, paint, pesticides, etc.) and in the 
manufacturing of  products (electronics, newspapers, plastic products, etc.). Hazardous materials can include 
petroleum, natural gas, synthetic gas, acutely toxic chemicals, and other toxic chemicals that are used in 
agriculture, commercial, and industrial uses; businesses; hospitals; and households. Accidental releases of  
hazardous materials have a variety of  causes, including highway incidents, warehouse fires, train derailments, 
shipping accidents, and industrial incidents. Additional information describing the environmental setting for 
existing hazards and hazardous materials, including wildfire hazards, emergency response plans, airport 
hazards, and the regulatory framework for the Project Area, is found in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of  this DEIR.  

Historic and Cultural 

Historic, cultural, and paleontological resources include historic buildings, structures, artifacts, sites, and 
districts of  historic, architectural, archaeological, or paleontological significance. The Project Area has many 
historical landmarks and points of  historical interest in its jurisdiction. As discussed in Section 5.5 of  this 
DEIR, there are seven designated historic resources within the Project Area. The Project Area also contains 
fossils, unique geologic features, and sites important to Native Americans. 

The County promotes cooperative efforts between public and private organizations to identify, restore, and 
conserve these resources. The County is guided in development decisions by federal, state, and local 
programs that officially recognize these resources, including programs administered and protected by the Los 
Angeles County Historical Landmarks and Records Commission, the California State Parks Department’s 
Office of  Historic Preservation, and the National Park Service, as well as by multiple legislative actions and 
codes including CEQA, the State Historical Building Code, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of  
1979, the Native American Heritage Act of  1992, and the National Historic Preservation Act of  1966. These 
agencies and measures coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the 
County’s historic and archeological resources. Major issues associated with historic and cultural resources 
include 1) incompatible land uses and development on or adjacent to resources, 2) a lack of  a local registry, 
and 3) the limitations of  state and federal programs to protect resources. See DEIR Section 5.5, Cultural 
Resources, for additional information. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Project Area falls within the Antelope Valley, Santa Clara River, Los Angeles River, and San Gabriel River 
watersheds. The California and Los Angeles aqueducts also traverse the Project Area. 
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The County works with other stakeholders, including the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, in 
various ways to manage the function and health of  its watersheds. In 1975, the Los Angeles RWQCB (Los 
Angeles Regional Board) adopted two basin plans: one for the Santa Clara Basin and another for the Los 
Angeles Basin. The Basin Plans designate beneficial uses for surface waters and establish water quality 
objectives and implementation programs and policies to protect those uses. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is a permitting program that establishes a 
framework for regulating municipal, industrial, and construction stormwater discharges into surface water 
bodies, including stormwater channels. The Los Angeles RWCQB and Lahontan RWCQB are responsible for 
implementing the federally mandated NPDES program in the Project Area. Consequently, the County has a 
Stormwater Ordinance that requires that the discharge, deposit, or disposal of  any stormwater and/or runoff  
to storm drains must be covered by an NPDES Stormwater Permit. As part of  its NPDES Program, the Los 
Angeles Regional Board adopted a new Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Permit (MS4 Permit) in 2012. The 
MS4 Permit imposes a number of  basic programs in order to maintain a level of  acceptable runoff  
conditions through the implementation of  best management practices (BMPs) that mitigate stormwater 
quality problems. 

Additional information describing the existing hydrology for the unincorporated areas is found in Section 5.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of  this DEIR.  

Mineral Resources  

Mineral resources include existing surface mining activities and known deposits of  commercially viable 
minerals and aggregate resources, as well as areas suitable for drilling and production of  energy resources, 
including crude oil and natural gas. 

The Los Angeles metropolitan area produces and consumes more construction aggregate than any other 
metropolitan area in the country. The County depends on the California Geological Survey (CGS) to identify 
deposits of  regionally significant aggregate resources. In the Project Area, the CGS identifies three Mineral 
Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) areas, which are located in the Palmdale Production-Consumption Region. From 
west to east, they consist of  the Little Rock Wash, the Big Rock Wash/Rock Creek area, and the Mescal Creek 
area. MRZ-2 zones cover areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present or likely and development should be controlled. There are currently 10 active mines in the Project 
Area, including two that are newly permitted. These mines produce sand, gravel, and decomposed granite. 
There are no known oil or natural gas resource areas in the Project Area. 

The California Department of  Conservation protects mineral resources to ensure adequate supplies for 
future production. The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of  1975 (SMARA) was adopted to 
encourage the production and conservation of  mineral resources, prevent or minimize adverse effects to the 
environment, and protect public health and safety. In a joint regulatory effort, SMARA authorizes local 
governments to assist the state in issuing mining permits and monitoring site reclamation efforts. Title 22 of  
the County Code (Part 9 of  Chapter 22.56) requires that applicants of  surface mining projects submit a 
Reclamation Plan prior to receiving a permit to mine, which must describe how the excavated site will 
ultimately be reclaimed and transformed into another use. Major issues associated with mineral resources in 
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the County relate to the incompatible development of  land near mineral resource extraction and production 
activities. See DEIR Section 5.11, Mineral Resources. 

Noise 

The typical community noise environment is made up of  background or “ambient noise,” and higher, 
“intrusive” levels of  noise. In the Project Area, major sources of  noise include transportation systems, such 
as commercial and private airports, rail and bus networks, and the regional freeway and highway system. 
Other major sources of  noise have historically been identified with industrial uses, such as manufacturing 
plants. 

A host of  federal and regional agencies are tasked with addressing noise control and abatement in various 
capacities, depending on their jurisdiction, primarily related to transportation. These include the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the US Department of  Transportation (DOT), the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC). 

Additional state and regional regulatory codes that relate to noise abatement include Title 24 of  the Uniform 
Building Code, the Vehicle Code, the California Code of  Regulations, and the County Noise Control 
Ordinance. Reducing noise impacts through coordinated land use and transportation planning is the primary 
issue associated with noise in the Project Area. See DEIR Section 5.12, Noise.  

Population and Housing  

The County estimates that the existing population in the Project Area is 93,490 persons, representing 
8.8 percent of  Los Angeles County’s total population. The population within the Project Area grew from 
66,800 to 73,590 between 2000 and 2010, or 10.1 percent. However, the majority of  the population in 
Antelope Valley continues to be located in the incorporated cities of  Palmdale and Lancaster (81 percent in 
2010), which are not part of  the Project Area.  

According to US Census data, there were 21,803 housing units in the Project Area in 2000 and 26,962 
housing units in 2010. The housing stock in the Project Area increased by 19.1 percent between 2000 and 
2010. The Antelope Valley experienced a housing construction boom during the early- and mid-2000s. 
Although the majority of  the development occurred within the cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale, thousands 
of  new units were constructed in the Project Area. For additional information, see Section 5.13, Population and 
Housing, of  this DEIR. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Public services and facilities provide for drinking water, sanitary sewers, solid waste, utilities, public safety, 
education, and libraries. 
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Drinking Water 

The County provides a continuous supply of  clean water for everyday uses in the Project Area through a 
complex water management system, which consists of  numerous water providers, water control boards, and 
other agencies. A combination of  local and imported water supplies is delivered through an intricate system 
of  aqueducts, reservoirs, and groundwater basins. Water is imported into the County from three sources: the 
Colorado River, the Bay Delta in Northern California via the State Water Project, and the Owens Valley via 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct. 

Water services are provided by a complex network of  water districts, water wholesalers, and private 
companies that specialize in developing and improving water service for their customers. Most of  the 
imported water utilized in the unincorporated areas is provided by the Metropolitan Water District, Castaic 
Lake Water Agency, Antelope Valley/East Kern Water Agency, Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, and the 
Palmdale Water District. In accordance with the California Urban Water Management Planning Act of  1983, 
every urban water supplier that annually serves 3,000 or more customers, or provides more than 3,000 acre-
feet of  water, must prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) that evaluates and 
addresses water supplies, reclamation programs, and conservation activities. 

The overall demand for water is projected to increase dramatically to 2035, and the cost, quality and 
availability of  water will affect future development patterns. Major issues associated with drinking water 
include 1) the need for the Project Area to reduce its reliance on imported water sources (e.g., two-thirds of  
residential water use is attributed to landscape maintenance); and 2) the need to increase the water supply 
through recycling and desalination. 

Sanitary Sewers 

The Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County (LACSD), the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District 
(CSMD), and municipal septic or wastewater systems all contribute to ensuring that the sanitary sewage 
system operates properly to protect public health. The LACSD, which are a confederation of  24 independent 
districts, serve the wastewater and solid waste management needs of  approximately 5.2 million people, cover 
over 800 square miles, and service 78 cities and the unincorporated areas. As of  2005, the LACSD owned, 
operated, and maintained 1,340 miles of  sewers that conveyed 510 million gallons per day (gpd) of  
wastewater—200 million gpd of  which is recycled—to 11 wastewater treatment plants. The service areas for 
the County’s sewer systems include the Joint Outfall System, which is a partnership of  17 of  the 
24 independent sanitation districts in the Santa Clarita Valley and Antelope Valley. 

The County Department of  Public Works (DPW), on behalf  of  the CSMD, maintains 4,600 miles of  main 
line sewers, 155 pumping stations, and four sewage treatment plants. The DPW Environmental Programs 
Division also permits and inspects industrial waste discharge into local sewers. The Sewer System 
Management Plan (SSMP) controls and mitigates sewer overflows. Major issues associated with the County’s 
sewer systems in the unincorporated areas are their age and need for upgrades. 
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Solid Waste 

The County has the largest solid waste management system in the country. There are seven major solid waste 
landfills, four minor solid waste landfills and two waste-to-energy facilities in Los Angeles County. In 2012, 
the County generated, on average, approximately 59,000 tons per day (tpd) of  solid waste. Assembly Bill 939, 
also known as the California Integrated Waste Management Act of  1989, mandates local jurisdictions to meet 
a diversion goal of  50 percent by 2000 and thereafter. Major issues identified with respect to solid waste 
include 1) the growing amounts of  waste being generated and disposed of; 2) a shortage of  solid waste 
processing facilities; 3) strong public opposition for new solid waste management facilities; 4) promoting 
alternative technologies; and 5) trash hauling. Most solid waste generated in the Project Area is disposed at 
the Antelope Valley Public Landfill in Palmdale and the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center in Lancaster. 

Utilities 

The County’s utility infrastructure, information, and communication networks are layered with utility rights- 
of-way and properties that contain tower structures, substations, generating plants, pipelines, storage fields, 
valve stations, wells, radio and television studios, and other equipment facilities. In the Project Area, most 
electric, natural gas, or telecommunication services are delivered by private service providers. Major issues 
associated with utility services in the unincorporated areas include 1) the need to upgrade the power grid and 
service capabilities and educate the public on energy conservation; 2) problems associated with the region’s 
substantial population growth outpacing the development of  new natural gas supplies, much of  which is 
imported from out of  state; and 3) land use compatibility in siting infrastructure facilities that are necessary 
for the delivery of  energy and information resources, especially finding locations with specific geologic 
conditions to ensure efficiency and reliability. 

Education 

The Project Area is served by 17 school districts. The County’s role in developing and managing educational 
facilities and programs is limited. However, the Los Angeles County Office of  Education (COE), which is the 
country’s largest regional education agency, serves as an intermediary between the local school districts and 
the California Department of  Education. The COE is guided by a seven-member County Board of  
Education, which is appointed by the Board of  Supervisors. The COE provides a vision statement and 
strategic opportunities for educational facility development to coordinate the assessment of  facility needs and 
the construction of  schools that fall to individual school districts. Another role that the County plays in 
coordinating public school facilities is through the County subdivision approval process, in which developers 
are required to assess the need for, and in some cases provide, land for the construction of  public schools 
within their development. Development impact fees, based on the size of  a development, are distributed to 
the appropriate school district for the construction of  school facilities before the County issues any building 
permits. Issues associated with educational facilities involve 1) the effective coordination between land use 
planning and school facilities planning—providing the benefit of  joint-use agreements to benefit 
communities and create operational and economic efficiencies; and 2) the shortage of  early care and 
education facilities in the unincorporated areas. 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

4. Environmental Setting 

Page 4-14 PlaceWorks 

Libraries 

Library services in the Project Area are provided by the County. There are four public libraries in the Project 
Area: the Acton-Agua Dulce, Littlerock, Lake Los Angeles, and Quartz Hill libraries. 

The County of  Los Angeles Public Library is one of  the largest public library systems in the country. In fiscal 
year 2011–2012, the Library staff  circulated 16.5 million items to 3.1 million cardholders; answered over 
8 million reference questions; provided 18,000 programs to 500,000 children, teens, and adults; and assisted 
the public with three million internet sessions on the Library’s public access computers. The library system is 
a specially funded County department operating under the direction of  the Board of  Supervisors. The 
County applies a library facilities mitigation fee to new residential developments in unincorporated areas. This 
fee is intended to mitigate the significant adverse impacts of  increased residential development on the library 
system. 

The majority of  the County’s 86 libraries are undersized and understocked to meet the service needs of  
current and projected populations served by the Library system. A study conducted by the Library in April 
2001 determined that many of  the County’s libraries do not meet basic facility and service planning 
guidelines. In addition, the study determined that by 2020, 77 percent of  existing libraries will not meet the 
Library’s current service level planning guideline of  2.75 items (books and other library materials) per capita. 
Many existing County libraries are located in areas with little or no new residential development, and 
therefore, there are no mitigation fees or other reliable sources of  capital funding available to replace or 
expand them. 

Sheriff 

LASD is the largest sheriff ’s department in the country. In addition to specialized services, the LASD is 
divided into 10 divisions, including the Office of  Homeland Security, which focuses on potential threats 
related to local homeland security issues, such as terrorism or bioterrorism. In addition to proactive 
enforcement of  criminal laws, LASD also provides investigative, traffic enforcement, accident investigation, 
and community education functions. LASD also maintains mutual aid agreements across jurisdictional 
boundaries for emergency response needs that exceed local resources. 

LASD’s Field Operation Regions are centered on 25 patrol stations that are dispersed throughout Los 
Angeles County. The Project Area is almost entirely located within Field Operation Region I. The Antelope 
Valley is served from Sheriff ’s stations located in Lancaster and Palmdale. 

Fire 

The Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD) provides fire, safety, and emergency medical services in 
the Project Area. There are three major geographic regions in the LACoFD service area, which are divided 
into 9 divisions and 22 battalions. The Project Area is primarily located in the service area of  Division 5. 
LACoFD operates multiple divisions including Air and Wildland, Fire Prevention, Forestry, and Health 
Hazardous Materials. LACoFD is a special district and receives most of  its revenue from the unincorporated 
areas from a portion of  the ad valorem property tax paid by the owners of  all taxable properties. Major issues 
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associated with fire hazards include 1) the increase in the frequency and duration of  wild fires and the 
increasing cost and danger to residents, property, and the environment; and 2) urban fire considerations due 
to the intensity of  development, the number of  potentially affected populations, and the difficulties of  
containment. 

Parks 

The County owns and operates parks and recreational facilities in unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles 
County, including the Project Area. The County’s park system, including facilities that are owned, operated, 
and maintained by the County totals nearly 70,000 acres. The system includes local parks (i.e., community 
parks, neighborhood parks, pocket parks, and park nodes), regional parks (i.e., community regional parks, 
regional parks, and special use facilities), trails, as well as other facilities such as multi-benefit parks, school 
sites, city parks and facilities, private recreational facilities, and greenways. These facilities serve the local needs 
of  communities in the unincorporated areas, as well as regional needs countywide. The County Department 
of  Parks and Recreation (DPR) offers a wide variety of  recreation programs to meet the diverse needs of  
residents, ranging from organized sports, tournaments, scheduled classes, and special events, to more 
individualized, casual leisure activities such as family picnics and walking. The County pays for its parks and 
recreational resources through the collection of  fees through the California Quimby Act, Proposition A, the 
California Landscaping and Lighting District assessments, and Mello-Roos Districts. Major issues associated 
with parks include the need to 1) plan for a diversity of  needs and users; 2) acquire and develop additional 
parkland in underserved areas; 3) improve and expand the multi-use trail system; 4) protect important 
historical and natural resources; and 5) design and implement sustainable practices. 

Flood Control 

Federal, state, and local agencies share and coordinate responsibilities for flood protection in Los Angeles 
County. The two main federal agencies include the US Army Corps of  Engineers, which implements federal 
flood protection policies, and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The California 
Department of  Water Resources is responsible for managing the state’s waterways. Locally, the DPW and the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District work to reduce flood risk in Los Angeles County. Since 1980, the 
County has been a voluntary participant in the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). As a 
participant, the County is responsible for regulating development in Flood Hazard Zones and planning for 
floodplain management activities that promote and encourage the preservation and restoration of  the natural 
state of  the floodplain. 

Additional information describing the existing provision of  services and utilities in the Project Area is found 
in Sections 5.14, Public Services, 5.15, Recreation, and 5.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of  this DEIR. 

Scenic Features 

Scenic resources in the unincorporated areas consist of  designated scenic highways and corridors (or routes), 
hillsides, viewsheds, and ridgelines. The Project Area contains one designated state scenic highway and one 
eligible highway. Scenic viewsheds vary by location and community and include mountains, ridgelines, unique 
rock outcroppings, unusual or scenic landforms, and long-range views of  the Mojave Desert. Major issues 
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associated with scenic resources involve 1) their protection from human activities; and 2) regulation of  
hillsides and hillside development. The existing County hillside management area (HMA) regulations apply to 
all unincorporated areas that contain terrain with a natural slope of  25 percent or greater. The goal of  the 
provisions is to protect resources contained in hillside management areas from incompatible development, 
which may result in or have the potential for environmental degradation and/or destruction of  life and 
property. The purpose of  the ordinance is not to preclude development, but ensure to the extent possible 
that the natural topography, resources and amenities of  hillside management areas are maintained and where 
possible, enhanced. See DEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics. The County’s existing SEA regulations also maintain the 
Project Area’s scenic features by identifying them for protection. 

Traffic and Circulation 

The Antelope Valley has a backbone of  two major freeways, the Golden State Freeway (I-5) and the Antelope 
Valley Freeway (SR-14). State Route 138, a major highway, connects the two freeways across the northern 
edge of  Los Angeles County and continues across the southern Antelope Valley to Victorville and I-15 in San 
Bernardino County. Caltrans is the state agency responsible for the maintenance of  freeways and highways. 
The County is responsible for the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and repair of  roads in the 
unincorporated areas. 

Public transit in the Project Area is provided by Amtrak (bus), the Antelope Valley Transit Authority, and 
Metrolink. The Transportation Division of  DPW coordinates with these agencies to ensure that 
transportation in the Project Area is efficient and safe. 

There are two public-use airports/airfields within the region: General William J. Fox Airfield (Fox Airfield) in 
Lancaster and Palmdale Regional Airport in Palmdale. Neither of  these airports is located within the Project 
Area. However, the airport influence area for both airports extends into the Project Area. 

Major issues associated with circulation and mobility include the need to 1) provide streets that accommodate 
all users; 2) create a multimodal transportation system; 3) coordinate transportation and land use planning; 
4) ensure a safe and efficient movement of  goods; and 5) reduce impacts of  transportation on natural and 
community resources. See DEIR Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic.  

4.4 ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Section 15355 of  the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” 
Cumulative impacts are the change caused by the incremental impact of  an individual project compounded 
with the incremental impacts from closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking 
place over a period of  time. 

Section 15130 of  the CEQA Guidelines states that cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s 
incremental effect is considerable. It further states that this discussion of  cumulative impacts shall reflect the 
severity of  the impacts and the likelihood of  occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail 
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as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130 [b][1]) 
state that the information utilized in an analysis of  cumulative impacts should come from one of  two sources: 

1) A list of  past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if  necessary, those projects outside the control of  the agency; or 

2) A summary of  projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, 
which described or evaluated regional or areawide conditions contributing to the 
cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be referenced and made available 
to the public at a location specified by the lead agency.  

The cumulative impact analysis contained in this DEIR uses method No. 2.  

On April 4, 2012, SCAG adopted the 2012 RTP/SCS to help coordinate development of  the region’s 
transportation improvements. The RTP is a long-range transportation plan that is developed and updated by 
SCAG every four years. The RTP provides a vision for transportation investments throughout the region. 
Using growth forecasts and economic trends that project out over a 20-year period, the RTP considers the 
role of  transportation in the broader context of  economic, environmental, and quality-of-life goals for the 
future, identifying regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs.  

For all topic areas besides traffic/transportation, this DEIR uses growth projections calculated by SCAG for 
the North Los Angeles County subregion. These growth assumptions were calculated as part of  the 
RTP/SCS. The subregion includes the Project Area, Santa Clarita Valley, and the cities of  Lancaster, 
Palmdale, and Santa Clarita. Cumulative growth projections for the North Los Angeles County subregion are 
shown below in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2 Cumulative Growth Projections Existing, 2035, and Post–2035 
 Existing 20352 Post–20351 Projected Growth Rate 

Project Area 
Housing Units 24,7391 N/A 106,180 76.8% 
Population 93,4901 N/A 405,410 77.0% 
Employment 31,8381 N/A 134,351 76.4% 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 1.3  1.3  
North Los Angeles County Subregion 
Housing Units 200,6362 304,241 N/A 34.1% 
Population 651,9292 946,557 N/A 31.1% 
Employment 213,8992 321,743 N/A 33.6% 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 0.94 0.94   
Project Area as a Percent of Total 
Housing Units 12.3%  34.9%  
Population 14.3%  42.8%  
Employment 14.9%  41.8%  

Notes: The Proposed Project will not be built out within the SCAG RTP/SCS horizon of 2035. N/A = Data not available. 
1 County of Los Angeles 2014.  
2 SCAG 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. 
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Potential cumulative impacts related to traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and noise, which have the 
potential for impacts beyond the boundaries of  the Project Area, have been addressed through use of  a 
traffic model. To assess the effects of  potential land use changes on the transportation system, the regional 
travel demand model based on SCAG’s regional traffic model has been applied. The North Los Angeles 
County Subarea Traffic Model includes the North Los Angeles County SCAG subregion discussed above as 
well as regional traffic from southern Kern County. Thus, the model is the appropriate tool to test changes in 
land uses with the Proposed Project, and to also take into account changes and growth in the surrounding 
cities. The SCAG model includes a 2012 base year and a 2035 future horizon year. Both models were used for 
this analysis. The 2012 model is used for the “Existing plus Project” analysis for purposes of  CEQA review, 
and the future 2035 model was also reviewed to understand future buildout of  land uses at 2035.  

Regional growth outside of  the Project Area has accounted for traffic, air quality, and noise impacts through 
use of  this model, which is a socioeconomic traffic model that uses regional growth projections to calculate 
future traffic volumes. The growth projections developed by the County, along with growth for the 
surrounding area, are used for the cumulative impact analyses of  this DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 5 of  this 
DEIR for a discussion of  the cumulative impacts associated with development and growth within the 
unincorporated areas and the Los Angeles region. 
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5. Environmental Analysis 
5.1 AESTHETICS 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates potential impacts to the visual 
appearance and character of  the Project Area from implementation of  the Proposed Project. This section 
includes a discussion of  the qualitative aesthetic characteristics of  the existing environment that would be 
potentially degraded by implementation of  the Proposed Project. The following evaluation assesses potential 
impacts related to visual character, scenic vistas, scenic highways, and light and glare. 

5.1.1 Environmental Setting 
5.1.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

State and local laws, regulations, plans, or guidelines that are potentially applicable to the Proposed Project are 
summarized below. There are no federal regulations related to aesthetics that would apply to the Proposed 
Project. 

State Regulations 

California Scenic Highway Program 

The California Scenic Highway Program, which is maintained by the California Department of  
Transportation (Caltrans), protects scenic state highway corridors from changes that would diminish the 
aesthetic value of  lands adjacent to these highways. The program was created in 1963 to protect and enhance 
the natural scenic beauty of  California highways and adjacent corridors through special conservation 
treatments. Through the program, Caltrans designates routes that are eligible to become state or county 
scenic highways, as well as historic parkways. These determinations are based on the scenic value of  the lands 
surrounding these roadways, as well as how readily visible these resources are to those driving on the roadway.  

The adopted 1974 Los Angeles County Scenic Highway Plan was created to conform to the California Scenic 
Highway Program. According to state guidelines, a highway may be designated scenic depending upon how 
much of  the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of  the landscape, and the extent to 
which development intrudes upon the traveler’s enjoyment of  the view. The roadways in the Project Area that 
are designated as state scenic highways are discussed below under the Scenic Highways subsection of  Section 
5.1.1.2, Existing Conditions. 

California Building Code 

The California Building Code, Part 2 of  Title 24 in the California Code of  Regulations (CCR), is based on the 
International Building Code and combines three types of  building standards from three different origins: 
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 Building standards that have been adopted by State agencies without change from building standards 
contained in the International Building Code. 

 Building standards that have been adopted and adapted from the International Building Code to meet 
California conditions. 

 Building standards, authorized by the California legislature, that constitute extensive additions not 
covered by the International Building Code that have been adopted to address particular California 
concerns. 

The California Building Code includes standards for outdoor lighting that are intended to improve energy 
efficiency, and to reduce light pollution and glare by regulating light power and brightness, shielding, and 
sensor controls. 

Local Regulations 

Los Angeles County Code 

Several sections of  the Los Angeles County Code affect visual resources in the Project Area. The following 
sections provide a brief  overview of  the applicable sections. 

Title 21 – Subdivisions 

Title 21 would apply in the event that new subdivisions are proposed in accordance with the Proposed 
Project. Chapter 21.24 (Design Standards) of  Title 21 contains provisions pertaining to the regulation of  the 
design of  highways, local streets, and lots; and special requirements that regulate aspects of  potential 
development, including landscaping. 

Title 22 – Planning and Zoning 

Title 22 (Zoning Ordinance) describes the development standards that apply to each zone (e.g., height limits, 
setbacks, etc.). Chapter 22.20 (Residential Zones) contains provisions that regulate the uses that are permitted 
in residential zones, as well as the development standards that apply in those zones. Chapter 22.24 
(Agricultural Zones) contains provisions that regulate the uses that are permitted in agricultural zones, as well 
as the development standards that apply in those zones. Chapter 22.28 (Commercial Zones) contains 
provisions that regulate the uses that are permitted in commercial zones, as well as the development standards 
that apply in those zones. Chapter 22.32 (Industrial Zones) contains provisions that regulate the uses that are 
permitted in industrial zones, as well as the development standards that apply in those zones. Chapter 22.48 
(Yards, Highway Lines and Highways) contains provisions that pertain to the regulation of  highways and 
parkways, including development standards. Part 9 (Rural Outdoor Lighting District) of  Chapter 22.44 
(Supplemental Districts) allows for the establishment of  rural outdoor lighting districts, which promote and 
maintain dark skies for the health and enjoyment of  people and wildlife. The regulations in Chapter 22.44 are 
in addition to other provisions in the Zoning Ordinance that regulate light and glare. Part 2 (Community 
Standards Districts) of  Chapter 22.44 contains development regulations for a list of  communities that form 
districts for this purpose. The development standards outlined in Part 2, which apply to these districts, 
supersede the countywide standards in the Zoning Ordinance. Finally, Chapter 22.52 (General Regulations) 
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contains a number of  general regulations, including Part 10 (Signs), which regulates the design and siting of  
all signs in the Project Area. Part 10 is discussed further below.  

Hillside Management Areas Ordinance 

With related provisions contained in Section 22.56.215 of  the Zoning Ordinance (Hillside Management and 
Significant Ecological Areas—Additional Regulations), Hillside Management Areas (HMAs) were established 
to ensure that development preserves the physical character and scenic value of  areas of  the Project Area 
with a natural slope of  greater than 25 percent. In order to accomplish this, provisions relating to HMAs 
encourage protecting scenic hillside views and conserving natural hillside character. The proposed update to 
the Los Angeles County General Plan—outside the scope of  the Proposed Project—is anticipated to include 
revisions to the HMA Ordinance. 

Mills Act Program 

Part 26 (Los Angeles County Mills Act Program) of  Chapter 22.52 (General Regulations) of  the Zoning 
Ordinance is commonly referred to as the Los Angeles County Mills Act Program. The purpose of  the 
program is to provide an incentive for owners of  qualified historical properties within the unincorporated 
areas of  the Project Area to preserve, restore, and rehabilitate the historic character of  such properties, 
thereby providing a historical, architectural, social, artistic, and cultural benefit to the citizens of  the Project 
Area, as authorized by the provisions of  Article 12 (commencing with Section 50280) of  Chapter 1, Part 1, 
Division 1 of  Title 5 of  the California Government Code, the provisions of  which are commonly known as 
the “Mills Act.” Further information on the Mills Act is provided in Chapter 5.5, Cultural Resources. 

Oak Tree Ordinance 

Contained in Part 16 (Oak Tree Permits) of  Section 22.56 (Conditional Use Permits, Variances, 
Nonconforming Uses, Temporary Uses and Director’s Review) of  the Zoning Ordinance, the Oak Tree 
Ordinance was established to recognize oak trees as significant aesthetic, historical and ecological resources. 
The ordinance establishes permitting requirements for removal of  protected oak trees. 

Signs 

Part 10 (Signs) of  Chapter 22.52 (General Provisions) of  the Zoning Ordinance regulates the design, siting, 
and maintenance of  signs in the Project Area. These regulations are intended to provide standards for the 
protection of  property values; visual aesthetics; and the public health, safety, and general welfare of  citizens, 
while still providing ample opportunities for businesses and the visual advertising industry to operate 
successfully and effectively. 

Healthy Design Ordinance (Ordinance 2013–0001) 

The 2013 Healthy Design Ordinance amended portions of  Titles 21 (Subdivisions) and 22 (Planning and 
Zoning), to establish certain uses, permit requirements, and development standards that encourage healthy 
lifestyles in the Project Area by promoting walking, biking, and other exercise, and by creating better access to 
healthy foods. The aspects of  this ordinance that would most impact visual resources are the changes to the 
minimum width of  sidewalks, requirements for bike parking, as well as altered permit requirements that 
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require more detailed street section designs on tentative plans in order to depict healthy design features such 
as landscaping, lighting, and street furniture. 

Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance 

With related provisions contained in Section 22.56.215 (Hillside Management and Significant Ecological 
Areas: Additional Regulations) of  the Zoning Ordinance, the Significant Ecological Areas Ordinance 
regulates SEAs, which represent a wide range of  biotic communities. Their complex ecological relationships 
are the subject of  both aesthetic enjoyment as well as scientific study. The proposed update to the Los 
Angeles County General Plan—outside the scope of  the Proposed Project—is anticipated to include major 
revisions to the SEA Ordinance. 

5.1.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The visual setting of  the Project Area consists of  the built and natural environments, as well as the interface 
between the two. Built environments include commercial, office, residential, industrial, institutional, and 
public uses. Natural environments include valleys, foothills, mountains, ridgelines, forests, lakes, and deserts. 
The Project Area is a vast and visually diverse area that contains deserts, mountains, and forests. It also 
contains small rural communities, farmland, and growing suburban-scaled residential areas near Palmdale and 
Lancaster. The visual setting of  the Project Area is further discussed in the text below. 

Landforms 

Natural landform features in the Project Area include important geologic and scenic landform features, 
hillsides and ridgelines, canyons, creeks, trees, and watershed areas. The most prominent landforms of  the 
Project Area are the Antelope Valley and Mojave Desert in the north and the San Gabriel Mountains in the 
south. The dramatic transition between these two regions is the visual backdrop for most of  the inhabited 
portions of  the Project Area. Prominent landforms in the Project Area are shown in Figure 5.1-1, Landforms. 

Valleys 

The Antelope Valley is a high plain located on the southwest edge of  the Mojave Desert, part of  a vast 
expanse of  the United States known as the Great Basin. The Mojave Desert covers much of  southern 
California, southern Nevada (including Death Valley), western Arizona, and a small portion of  Utah. The 
Antelope Valley generally appears flat, but gently slopes upward toward the mountains that surround it on the 
north, south, and west. It also contains small clusters of  hills and buttes, such as those that contain the 
Antelope Valley California Poppy Preserve, and isolated landforms that include Saddleback Butte east of  
Lancaster. The westernmost portions of  the valley are dominated by grasslands, while the eastern portions 
transition from grasslands to desert landscapes. The “high desert” areas are notable for their iconic Joshua 
trees and have elevations between 2,300 and 2,400 feet above sea level. The center of  the valley contains the 
cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale, surrounding rural communities, and farming operations. However, most of  
the valley outside this area is vacant. 
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The community of  Acton is a located in a smaller valley southwest of  Palmdale and northeast of  Santa 
Clarita (located outside the Project Area). Although some consider it part of  the larger Antelope Valley, the 
valley is largely surrounded by ridges and foothills. It is located at the junction of  the Sierra Pelona Mountains 
to the immediate northwest and the San Gabriel Mountains to the southeast. It features rolling, grassy 
topography and rural development. 

Mountain Ranges 

Transverse mountain ranges and intervening land forms comprise a substantial portion of  the Project Area, 
Much of  the mountain ranges are rugged and steep. The San Gabriel Mountains cover the southern third of  
the Project Area. These mountains are largely uninhabited and are traversed by only a few roadways. The 
range creates a physical and visual barrier between the low-lying Los Angeles Basin and San Gabriel Valley to 
the south and high desert regions to the north. Mount Baldy (San Antonio Peak) at the eastern boundary of  
Los Angeles County reaches an elevation of  10,080 feet. This peak and others in the San Gabriel Mountains 
are some of  the tallest in southern California. Much of  the San Gabriel Mountains and their southern 
foothills are covered in forests and woodlands, including those in Angeles National Forest. 

The northwest corner of  the Project Area contains portions of  the Sierra Pelona Mountains. This range 
separates the Antelope Valley from the Santa Clarita Valley. Its highest point is Burnt Peak, which reaches an 
elevation of  5,791 feet. 

Watersheds 

Watersheds are shown in Figure 5.9-1, Major Watersheds, and a detailed discussion of  the watersheds within the 
Project Area is provided in Chapter 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Other Landforms 

There are numerous lakes and reservoirs distributed throughout the project area. The Big Tujunga, Cogswell, 
Morris, and San Gabriel reservoirs are located in the southern San Gabriel Mountains. These water bodies are 
surrounded by steep forested hillsides. The Antelope Valley also contains water bodies. Some of  these, 
including Fairmont Reservoir and the Piute Ponds, are isolated. However, most are located in the seismic rift 
zone caused by the San Andreas Fault, which runs diagonally through the region from the northwest to the 
southeast. Such water bodies include Caldwell Lake, Hughes Lake, Jackson Lake, Lake Elizabeth, Lake 
Palmdale, and Quail Lake. The San Andreas Fault zone also contains one the Project Area and southern 
California’s most unique geologic features, the Devil’s Punchbowl. This landform is a deep canyon of  tilted 
sandstone rock formations. 

Scenic Vistas  

The natural features described above under Landforms create a wide variety of  scenic vistas in the Project 
Area. In particular, the San Gabriel Mountains and Sierra Pelona Mountains create striking backdrops to the 
communities that are nestled within them, such as Acton and Lake Elizabeth, and those that are located near 
enough to offer views of  the mountains, such as Juniper Hills, Littlerock, Palmdale, and Pearblossom. 
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Because of  its mostly flat topography, the Antelope Valley allows for an assortment of  long-range views 
toward distant mountains, including the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and the Tehachapi Mountains to 
the northwest. Within the valley’s many large expanses of  undeveloped land, long-range views of  vacant 
desert and grassland can also be considered scenic vistas, since unobstructed views of  natural landscapes are 
rare in southern California. Flora also create distinctive scenic views in the Project Area. In the San Gabriel 
Mountains, pine forests create short-range views of  hillsides and canyons. In the western Antelope Valley, the 
seasonal blooms of  poppies at the Antelope Valley California Poppy Preserve are well known regionally as a 
scenic resource. In the eastern Antelope Valley, Joshua trees embody the Mojave Desert and give the wide 
open spaces of  the area an otherworldly atmosphere. 

Nighttime Views 

In addition to scenic daytime vistas, the remoteness of  the higher San Gabriel Mountains and the northern 
Antelope Valley allow for substantial views of  the nighttime sky. The Mojave Desert, in particular, is a well-
known destination for stargazers. However, nighttime views of  stars are diminished as one gets closer to 
Lancaster, Palmdale, and adjacent developed areas. Land uses in these areas produce substantial amounts of  
ambient light during the night.  

Scenic Highways 

As shown in Figure 5.1-2, Scenic Highways, there is only one adopted state scenic highway in the Project Area: 
the Angeles Crest Highway (SR-2). The designated roadway begins 2.7 miles north of  I-210 and climbs 
eastward through the San Gabriel Mountains to the San Bernardino County line. As shown, there is also one 
highway in the Project Area identified with an “Eligible for State Scenic Highway” designation: SR-39 
between I-210 and the Angeles Crest Highway. The northern portion of  this route is no longer open to 
public use (Caltrans 2014). 

Visual Character 

Visual character varies widely throughout the Project Area. However, because most of  the region is 
undeveloped, the area is known for its rural character. In the Antelope Valley and Acton, this is a character 
heavily influenced by the region’s history of  farming and ranching. That history has resulted in low-density 
communities where homes are generally located far apart, and roads, fences, and homes are designed to be 
modest and utilitarian. A different rural character is found in the San Gabriel Mountains, where a rugged, 
untouched atmosphere is most prevalent.  

The most notable exception to the Project Area’s rural character is found in the newer residential areas 
surrounding Lancaster and Palmdale, such as portions of  Quartz Hill. Although these areas do not feature 
the residential densities or variety of  uses found in the more urbanized areas of  southern California, their 
land use and circulation patterns are more suburban than rural. 
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The character of  the Project Area’s unincorporated communities is summarized below. 

 Acton. The community of  Acton is located in the southwestern portion of  the Antelope Valley, south of  
Palmdale along SR-14. It is adjacent to the Angeles National Forest, and natural hillsides and significant 
ridgelines separate the community from Palmdale and the remainder of  the Antelope Valley. The 
community of  Acton has a rural western theme which can be seen in its homes, commercial buildings, 
and historical buildings. 

 Antelope Acres. The community of  Antelope Acres is located in the northwestern portion of  Antelope 
Valley, west of  Lancaster. Some portions of  the community are partially developed with light agricultural 
uses and single-family homes on large lots, while other portions are largely undeveloped. The lifestyles of  
persons living in Antelope Acres tend to be rural; many residents own and ride horses. The topography is 
predominantly flat with an elevation of  2,424 feet above sea level. 

 Crystalaire. The rural community of  Crystalaire is located at the foot of  the San Gabriel Mountains 
between Llano and Valyermo east of  Valyermo Road. Past subdivision activity has resulted in about 400 
half-acre and one-acre lots. Development is centered on the Crystalaire Country Club. Northeast of  the 
community is a small airport that is often used by glider planes. Sporadic residential development has 
occurred, predominantly on one-acre lots, in the northern part of  the community. 

 El Dorado and White Fence Farms. The communities of  El Dorado and White Fence Farms are 
located in the central portion of  the Antelope Valley and are surrounded by the cities of  Lancaster and 
Palmdale. Although these communities are adjacent to urbanized areas, such as the Rancho Vista 
community and the Antelope Valley Mall, they have a distinctly rural character. The communities are 
partially developed with light agricultural uses and single-family homes on large, 2- to 3-acre lots. 

 Elizabeth Lake and Lake Hughes (The Lakes). Lake Hughes and Elizabeth Lake are two 
neighboring but related communities located in the narrow rift valley separating Portal Ridge and the San 
Sierra Pelona Mountains in the western portion of  Antelope Valley. The San Andreas Fault Zone 
traverses the area and is responsible for the formation of  the valley and the two lakes from which the 
communities are named. Some portions of  the communities are developed or partially developed with 
single-family homes, light agricultural uses, and a limited amount of  commercial and industrial uses. 
Other portions are largely undeveloped. In general, residential uses are clustered around the lakes, giving 
the area mountain resort character. 

 Fairmont. The community of  Fairmont is located in the northwestern portion of  the Antelope Valley, 
west of  Antelope Acres and near the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve. The community is 
largely undeveloped and has a rural atmosphere.  

 Gorman. Gorman is located in the far northwestern portion of  Antelope Valley along the Golden State 
Freeway (Interstate 5 or I-5). A portion of  the community is partially developed with commercial uses 
that serve travelers along I-5, along with some single-family homes and light agricultural uses. Because of  
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the community’s location among rolling grassy hills, it arguably has a character more similar to areas of  
California’s Central Coast region to the west than to other parts of  the Project Area. 

 Green Valley. The community of  Green Valley is located in the southwestern portion of  the Antelope 
Valley, south of  Elizabeth Lake, and is completely within the Angeles National Forest. A large portion of  
the community is developed with single-family homes and commercial uses, while the remaining portion 
is largely undeveloped and contains scenic hillsides. The community’s character is that of  a high-altitude, 
forested, mountain town. 

 Juniper Hills. Juniper Hills is located in the foothills on the northern slope of  the San Gabriel 
Mountains, south of  Littlerock and Pearblossom. It adjoins the Devil’s Punchbowl, a County park. The 
community is largely developed and is generally not served by existing infrastructure and public facilities, 
but it does contain many single-family homes on large lots and some agricultural uses. The community is 
adjacent to the Angeles National Forest and includes scenic hillside areas. 

 Lake Los Angeles. The community of  Lake Los Angeles is in the eastern portion of  the Antelope 
Valley. It is a large, spread-out community that has a rural desert character heavily influenced by the 
community’s remote location and lack of  tree cover. 

 Lakeview. The community of  Lakeview is located in the southern central portion of  the Antelope 
Valley, adjoining the City of  Palmdale to the north and east, and includes Lake Palmdale. Although this 
community is adjacent to urbanized areas, it has a distinctly rural character. 

 Leona Valley. Leona Valley is located 10 miles west of  the central Palmdale. Elizabeth Lake Road runs 
through the center of  the community. Its environmental setting differs from the desert landscapes of  the 
surrounding Antelope Valley communities, with rolling hills dominating its landscape. 

 Littlerock and Sun Village (Southeast Antelope Valley). The communities of  Littlerock and Sun 
Village are located in the southeastern portion of  the Antelope Valley, east of  Palmdale. Both 
communities are very rural and are dominated by low-density single family homes on large lots. 

 Llano. The community of  Llano is located in the southeastern portion of  the Antelope Valley, along 
Pearblossom Highway (SR-138). Some portions of  the community are partially developed with light 
agricultural uses and single-family homes on large lots, while other portions are largely undeveloped. This 
community is one of  the most remote and lowest density of  the communities within the Project Area. 
For this reason, it offers some of  the widest long-range vistas of  vacant desert in the region. 

 Neenach. The community of  Neenach is located in the far western portion of  the Antelope Valley, 
along Avenue D (SR-138). Although there are some farms in the area, the community is dominated by 
single-family homes on estate-sized lots. Neenach has a remote, desert character. 

 Pearblossom. The community of  Pearblossom is located in the southeastern portion of  the Antelope 
Valley, along Pearblossom Highway between Littlerock and Llano. Some portions of  the community are 
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developed with a wide range of  uses and a distinctly rural character, while other portions are 
undeveloped. 

 Quartz Hill. Quartz Hill is the densest and one of  the most populous of  the unincorporated 
communities in the Project Area, with approximately 10,000 residents. Unlike most other communities in 
Project Area, Quartz Hill has a substantial commercial corridor, which runs along 50th Street West. The 
presence of  commercial, industrial, and public land uses give the community the appearance of  a full-
service community. Due to its proximity to Lancaster and Palmdale, the community has seen rapid 
residential growth in recent years and new subdivisions have given parts of  the community a distinctly 
suburban physical appearance and character. However, other areas are more rural and feature homes that 
are placed far apart. 

 Roosevelt. This community is located outside the northeast boundary of  the City of  Lancaster. 
However, it has a largely rural desert character. 

 Three Points. The community of  Three Points is located in the far western portion of  the Antelope 
Valley, south of  Neenach and northwest of  Lake Hughes. It contains some single-family homes on large 
lots and some agricultural uses. The community is adjacent to the Angeles National Forest, and includes 
scenic hillsides. The community is largely undeveloped and has a rural, agrarian character. However, 
unlike other agrarian communities in the Project Area that inhabit wide open spaces, Three Points is 
nestled within a grove of  trees and next to steep hillsides. 

5.1.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment with respect to aesthetics if  the project would: 

AE-1 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

AE-2 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 

AE-3 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of  the site and its surroundings. 

AE-4 Create a new source of  substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area. 

5.1.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
The following are goals and policies contained in the Proposed Area Plan that would reduce adverse effects 
related to aesthetics. 
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Land Use Element 

Goals LU 1: A land use pattern that maintains and enhances the rural character of  the unincorporated 
Antelope Valley. 

 Policy LU 1.1: Direct the majority of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley’s future growth to rural town 
center areas, rural town areas, and identified economic opportunity areas.  

 Policy LU 1.2: Limit the amount of  potential development in rural preserve areas, through appropriate 
land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 
2.1) of  this Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 1.3: Maintain the majority of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley as Rural Land, allowing for 
agriculture, equestrian and animal-keeping uses, and single-family homes on large lots.  

Goal LU 2: A land use pattern that protects environmental resources. 

 Policy LU 2.1: Limit the amount of  potential development in Significant Ecological Areas, including 
Joshua Tree Woodlands, wildlife corridors, and other sensitive habitat areas, through appropriate land use 
designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this 
Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 2.2: Limit the amount of  potential development near and within Scenic Resource Areas, 
including water features, significant ridgelines and Hillside Management Areas, through appropriate land 
use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  
this Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 2.3: Limit the amount of  potential development in Agricultural Resource Areas, including 
important farmlands designated by the State of  California and historical farmland areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 2.4: Limit the amount of  potential development in Mineral Resource Areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 2.5: Limit the amount of  potential development in riparian areas and groundwater recharge 
basins, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the 
Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan.  

 Policy LU 2.6: Limit the amount of  potential development near the National Forests and on private 
lands within the National Forests, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential 
densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan.  
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Goal LU 6: A land use pattern that makes the Antelope Valley a sustainable and resilient place to live. 

 Policy LU 6.2: Ensure that the Area Plan is flexible in adapting to new issues and opportunities without 
compromising the rural character of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley.  

Mobility Element 

Goal M 3: An efficient network of  major, secondary, and limited secondary highways to serve the Antelope 
Valley. 

 Policy M 3.2: In rural areas, require rural highway standards that minimize the width of  paving and 
placement of  curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lighting, and traffic signals, as adopted by the Department 
of  Public Works.  

Goal M 4: A network of  local streets that support the rural character of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley 
without compromising public safety.  

 Policy M 4.1: Require rural local street standards that minimize the width of  paving and placement of  
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lighting, and traffic signals, as adopted by the Department of  Public 
Works. 

Goal M 11: A continuous, integrated system of  safe and attractive pedestrian routes linking residents to rural 
town center areas, schools, services, transit, parks, and open space areas. 

 Policy M 11.1: Improve existing pedestrian routes and create new pedestrian routes, where appropriate 
and feasible. If  paving is deemed necessary, require permeable paving consistent with rural community 
character instead of  concrete sidewalks.  

 Policy M 11.2: Within rural town center areas, require that highways and streets provide pleasant 
pedestrian environments and implement traffic calming methods to increase public safety for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and equestrian riders.  

 Policy M 11.3: Within rural town center areas, promote pedestrian-oriented scale and design features, 
including public plazas, directional signage, and community bulletin boards.  

 Policy M 11.4: Within rural town center areas, encourage parking to be located behind or beside 
structures, with primary building entries facing the street. Encourage also the provision of  direct and 
clearly delineated pedestrian walkways from transit stops and parking areas to building entries.  

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal COS 5: The Antelope Valley’s scenic resources, including scenic drives, water features, significant 
ridgelines, buttes, and Hillside Management Areas, are enjoyed by future generations.  
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 Policy COS 5.1: Identify and protect natural landforms and vistas with significant visual value by 
designating them as Scenic Resource Areas.  

 Policy COS 5.2: Limit the amount of  potential development in Scenic Resource Areas through 
appropriate land use designations with very low densities in order to minimize negative impacts from 
future development.  

 Policy COS 5.3: Require new development in Hillside Management Areas to comply with applicable 
Zoning Code requirements, ensuring that development occurs on the most environmentally suitable 
portions of  the land.  

 Policy COS 5.4: Require appropriate development standards in Hillside Management Areas that 
minimize grading and alteration of  the land’s natural contours, ensure that development pads mimic 
natural contours, and ensure that individual structures are appropriately designed to minimize visual 
impacts.  

 Policy COS 5.5: Require adequate erosion control measures for all development in Hillside Management 
Areas, both during and after construction.  

 Policy COS 5.6: Restrict development on buttes and designated significant ridgelines by requiring 
appropriate buffer zones.  

 Policy COS 5.7: Ensure that incompatible development is discouraged in designated Scenic Drives by 
developing and implementing development standards and guidelines for development within identified 
viewsheds of  these routes (Map 4.2: Antelope Valley Scenic Drives).  

Goal COS 13: Utility-scale energy production facilities for offsite use that reduce consumption of  non-
renewable resources while minimizing potential impacts on natural resources and existing communities. 

 Policy COS 13.1: Direct utility-scale renewable energy production facilities, such as solar facilities and 
wind facilities, to priority locations on the Renewable Energy Production Priority Map (Zones 1 through 
3) where environmental, noise, and visual impacts will be minimized.  

 Policy COS 13.7: Limit the aesthetic impacts of  utility-scale renewable energy production facilities to 
preserve rural character.  

Goal COS 14: Energy infrastructure that is sensitive to the scenic qualities of  the Antelope Valley and 
minimizes potential environmental impacts.  

 Policy COS 14.1: Require that new transmission lines be place underground whenever physically feasible.  

 Policy COS 14.2: If  new transmission lines cannot feasibly be placed underground due to physical 
constraints, require that they be collocated with existing transmission lines, or along existing transmission 
corridors, whenever physically feasible.  
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 Policy COS 14.3: If  new transmission lines cannot be feasibly be placed underground or feasibly 
collocated with existing transmission lines or along existing transmission corridors due to physical 
constraints, direct new transmission lines to locations where environmental and visual impacts will be 
minimized.  

 Policy COS 14.4: Discourage the placement of  new transmission lines on undisturbed lands containing 
sensitive biotic communities.  

 Policy COS 14.5: Discourage the placement of  new transmission lines through existing communities or 
through properties with existing residential uses.  

 Policy COS 14.6: Review all proposed transmission line projects for conformity with the Goals and 
Policies of  the Area Plan, including those listed above. When the California Public Utilities Commission 
is the decision-making authority for these projects, provide comments regarding conformity with the 
Goals and Policies of  the Area Plan.  

 Policy COS 14.7: Require that electrical power lines in new residential developments be placed 
underground. 

Goal COS 15: Humans and wildlife enjoy beautiful dark Antelope Valley skies unimpeded by light pollution.  

 Policy COS 15.1: Ensure that outdoor lighting, including street lighting, is provided at the lowest 
possible level while maintaining safety.  

 Policy COS 15.2: Prohibit continuous all-night outdoor lighting in rural areas, unless required for land 
uses with unique security concerns, such as fire stations, hospitals, and prisons.  

 Policy COS 15.3: Replace outdated, obtrusive, and inefficient light fixtures with fixtures that meet dark 
sky and energy efficiency objectives.  

 Policy COS 15.4: Require compliance with the provisions of  the Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
throughout the unincorporated Antelope Valley.  

Goal COS 16: Native vegetation thrives throughout the Antelope Valley, reducing erosion, flooding, and 
wind-borne dust and sand.  

 Policy COS 16.1: Require new development to minimize removal of  native vegetation. Discourage the 
clear-scraping of  land and ensure that a large percentage of  land is left in its natural state.  

 Policy COS 16.2: Require that native vegetation be used in all landscaped areas, provided that vegetation 
meets all applicable requirements of  the Fire Department and the Department of  Public Works.  

Goal COS 18: Permanently preserved open space areas throughout the Antelope Valley.  
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 Policy COS 18.1: Encourage government agencies and conservancies to acquire lands in the following 
areas and preserve them as permanent open space:  

• Significant Ecological Areas, including Joshua Tree Woodlands, wildlife corridors, and other sensitive 
habitat areas:  

• Hillside Management Areas;  

• Scenic Resource Areas, including water features such as the privately owned portion of  Elizabeth 
Lake, significant ridgelines, buttes, and other natural landforms;  

• Land adjoining preserves, sanctuaries, State Parks, and National Forests; and  

• Privately owned lands within the National Forest.  

 Policy COS 18.3: Maintain permanently preserved open space areas to ensure attractiveness and safety.  

Goal COS 19: New development meets open space objectives while maintaining rural character.  

 Policy COS 19.1: Require new development in Hillside Management Areas and Significant Ecological 
Areas to comply with applicable Zoning Code requirements for open space preservation.  

 Policy COS 19.2: When new development is required to preserve open space, require designs with large 
contiguous open space areas that maximize protection of  environmental and scenic resources.  

 Policy COS 19.3: Allow large contiguous open space areas to be distributed across individual lots so that 
new development preserves open space while maintaining large lot sizes that are consistent with a rural 
environment, provided that such open space areas are permanently restricted through deed restrictions.  

Economic Development Element 

 Policy ED 1.11: Encourage the development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects at appropriate 
locations and with appropriate standards to ensure that any negative impacts to local residents are 
sufficiently mitigated.  

 Policy ED 1.16: Preserve the scenic resources of  the Antelope Valley, including Scenic Drives, 
Significant Ridgelines and Significant Ecological Areas, in such a way that can contribute to the economic 
activities in the area. 

5.1.4 Environmental Impacts 
This section discusses the potential aesthetic impacts to the Project Area that could potentially result from 
implementation of  the Proposed Project. 
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The evaluation of  aesthetics and aesthetic impacts is highly subjective by nature. It requires the application of  
a process that objectively identifies the visual features of  the environment and their importance. Aesthetic 
description involves identifying existing visual character, including visual resources and scenic vistas unique to 
the Project Area. Visual resources are determined by identifying landforms (e.g., topography and graded 
areas), views (e.g., scenic resources such as natural features or urban characteristics), viewpoints/locations, 
and existing light and glare (e.g., nighttime illumination). Changes to aesthetic resources due to 
implementation of  the Proposed Project are identified and evaluated based on the proposed modifications to 
the existing setting and the viewer’s sensitivity. Project-related impacts are determined using the threshold 
criteria listed above in Section 5.1.2, Thresholds of  Significance. The applicable thresholds are identified in 
brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.1-1: Implementation of the Proposed Project would alter existing views of scenic vistas. 
[Threshold AE-1] 

Impact Analysis: As discussed in Section 5.1.1, Environmental Setting, the Project Area contains a variety of  
unique and important visual resources. The discussion provided herein focuses on scenic vistas and corridors, 
excluding the Proposed Project’s impacts on state and county scenic highways, which are addressed below 
under Impact 5.1-2. 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would involve the construction of  81,411 new dwelling units, 118 million 
square feet of  commercial and industrial land uses, and numerous transportation and infrastructure projects. 
Although this growth would result in adverse impacts to existing scenic views, potential impacts would be 
minimized by a number of  factors. These include the Proposed Project’s expansion of  conservation areas, its 
emphasis on focusing growth in established communities, implementation of  the County Code, 
implementation of  Proposed Area Plan goals and policies, and the programmatic nature of  the Proposed 
Project. These factors and their ability to minimize impacts on scenic vistas are described below. 

Rural Preservation Strategy in Proposed Area Plan 

Prior to buildout of  the Proposed Project, the Project Area would experience substantial growth. Existing 
vacant lots would be replaced by residential, commercial, industrial, and public land uses. Roadway 
improvements would expand existing roads, and farming operations could begin in areas not currently 
utilized for agriculture. Structures, fences, vegetation, and trees associated with new residential subdivisions 
could block existing views of  desert landscapes. Especially in the Antelope Valley and Mojave Desert, growth 
could obstruct or interrupt long-range vistas over the valley’s flat terrain. 

The Land Use Policy Map in the Proposed Area Plan reduces the aforementioned impacts to scenic vistas by 
setting aside extensive areas for conservation or very low density development, generally focusing new growth 
in a handful of  established communities. As shown in Figure 3-4(a–c), a vast majority of  the Project Area 
would be designated for open space or as “rural land.” Open space designations include areas in the Angeles 
National Forest and open space administered by the federal Bureau of  Land Management (BLM). Rural land 
designations allow development at the types of  very low densities that would not create majors interruption 
of  vistas in the Antelope Valley. Also shown in Figure 3-4(a–c) are SEAs, which often overlay rural land and 
open space designations and subject applicable parcels to additional development restrictions that would 
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discourage visually obtrusive land uses. Figure 5.1-3, Hillside Management Areas and Ridgeline Management Map, 
shows additional areas where new development would be limited or restricted under the Proposed Project. As 
described in Section 5.1.1.1, Regulatory Setting, HMAs were established to, among other things, protect scenic 
hillside views. 

The proposed Land Use Policy Map also shows boundaries for the Project Area’s three proposed Economic 
Development Areas (EOAs). Where deemed appropriate by the County, these areas are designated with land 
use designations that would allow for a balanced mix of  residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. 
Consequently, the EOAs are anticipated to experience the most growth prior to buildout. This growth, in 
turn, is anticipated to result in the greatest obstructions of  existing views. Residential and light industrial 
development in the West EOA would block existing views of  hillsides and rolling hills. Development in the 
Central and East EOAs would interrupt existing long-range views of  vacant desert. However, even the EOAs 
include open space conservation areas that are designed to limit adverse effects to scenic resources. Despite 
their identification as areas of  potential future investment and growth, the EOAs would be subject to the 
same regulatory framework discussed elsewhere in this section, which includes the County Code, proposed 
Area Plan goals and policies, and project-level CEQA review of  discretionary projects. 

The County’s overall approach to managing the Project Area’s land use pattern is shown in Figure 5.1-4, Rural 
Preservation Strategy Map. The figure shows that most of  the Project Area, including the Sierra Pelona 
Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, and large swaths of  the Mojave Desert, are designated as rural lands or 
open space. Growth is targeted in Rural Town Areas and Rural Town Centers (yellow and orange, 
respectively). These areas include established communities such as Acton, Antelope Acres, Lake Los Angeles, 
Littlerock, and Pearblossom. Even in these areas, new development would be low-scale and of  rural 
character, as required by policies in the Proposed Area Plan. By geographically targeting growth in these 
specific areas, the Proposed Project would preserve most existing long-range views across the Antelope Valley 
and all shorter-range views in the mountainous regions of  the Project Area. Specific views related to unique 
natural areas, including the Antelope Valley California Poppy Preserve and Devil’s Punchbowl, would also be 
preserved due to the fact that they would be surrounded by land designated as open space or rural land. 

In summary, localized scenic views could be adversely impacted by new development allowed under the 
Proposed Project. However, at a programmatic level, the land use patterns proposed by the Proposed Area 
Plan would geographically limit and substantially reduce potential adverse impacts to scenic vistas. 
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County Code 

As described above in Section 5.1.1.1, Regulatory Setting, several sections of  the County Code regulate physical 
development by controlling not only the appearance of  new development, but also by controlling the 
placement of  new development with consideration for surrounding uses. In particular, regulations in the 
County Code relating to HMAs would ensure that the physical character and scenic value of  areas of  the 
County with a natural slope gradient of  steeper than 25 percent are protected. Since hillsides and ridgelines 
are some of  the primary resources related to scenic vistas in the Project Area, these provisions of  the County 
Code would substantially reduce impacts to such resources. Additionally, regulations in the County Code that 
limit the size of  and control the siting of  signs, particularly outdoor signs including billboards, would also 
limit the impact of  the Proposed Project on scenic vistas. Compliance with these provisions would be 
ensured through the County’s development review and building permit process. 

Effect of Proposed Goals and Policies 

A number of  goals and policies of  the Proposed Area Plan, listed under Section 5.1.3, Relevant Area Plan Goals 
and Policies, would also serve to minimize potential impacts by preventing degradation of  existing vistas and 
promoting actions that would make existing scenic vistas more accessible to people. Policies LU 1.1 through 
LU 1.3 and LU 2.1 through LU 2.6 are related to the County’s goal of  directing future growth into established 
communities and limiting development in areas with sensitive resources. These policies implement the Rural 
Preservation Strategy depicted in the proposed Land Use Policy Map. Implementation of  such policies would 
preserve views by preventing the introduction of  urban land uses in SEAs, near scenic hillsides or ridgelines, 
in agricultural resource areas, and in the Project Area’s mountainous regions.  

Policies in the Land Use Element of  the Proposed Area Plan are complemented by those in the Conservation 
and Open Space Element. While the former encourages the development of  land use patterns that preserve 
scenic vistas, the latter would ensure protection of  unique scenic views. Implementation of  Policies COS 5.1, 
COS 5.2 and COS 5.7 would result in the identification of  Scenic Resource Areas and the protection of  those 
resources by requiring compliance with existing hillside management codes (Policies COS 5.3 and COS 5.4) 
and the creation of  buffer zones around scenic landforms (Policy COS 5.6). Implementation of  Policies COS 
18.1 and COS 18.3 would ensure, where feasible and appropriate, that scenic areas are preserved and 
maintained as permanent open space. 

Programmatic Nature of Proposed Project 

Lastly, the programmatic nature of  the Proposed Project would also lessen potential impact so scenic vistas, 
since subsequent discretionary projects accommodated by the Proposed Project would be subject to separate 
project-level environmental review in accordance with CEQA. The individual project’s contribution to the 
degradation of  scenic vistas would be assessed at the time formal development plans/applications are 
submitted to the County for review and approval. In particular, residents of  the Project Area have expressed 
concern with visual effects of  the planned High Desert Corridor freeway project and proposals for high-
speed rail to travel through the Project Area. Although these projects may have future effects on scenic vistas 
in the Antelope Valley, the Proposed Project does not involve approval of  those projects. The final 
alignments and design of  the High Desert Corridor and high-speed rail would be subject to project-level 
CEQA review. 
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Conclusion 

In summary, buildout of  the Proposed Project has the potential to result in adverse impacts to scenic vistas. 
New development would partially obstruct or interrupt viewsheds that were previously unobstructed. 
However, the existing regulatory setting, as well as the goals and policies in the Proposed Area Plan, would 
serve to lessen potential impacts to scenic vistas associated with implementation of  the Proposed Project. 
Additionally, approval of  the Proposed Project itself  does not authorize construction of  development that 
would affect scenic vistas. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.1-2: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not substantially alter scenic resources 
within a state scenic highway. [Threshold AE-2] 

Impact Analysis: As shown in Figure 5.1-2, Scenic Highways, there is only one adopted state scenic highway in 
the Project Area: the Angeles Crest Highway (SR-2). Another highway in the Project Area is identified as 
being eligible for such a designation in the future: SR-39 between I-210 and the Angeles Crest Highway. Both 
of  these roadways are located in the San Gabriel Mountains in the Angeles National Forest. The Proposed 
Project does not introduce new development capacity near the Angeles Crest Highway or SR-39, nor does it 
propose any other changes for the corridors that they traverse. The areas that the roadways travel through 
would remain protected natural areas at buildout of  the Proposed Project. Therefore, implementation of  the 
Proposed Project would not alter scenic resources within a state scenic highway. 

The Proposed Project includes a Scenic Drives Map (see Figure 5.1-5) that identifies 53 routes in the region 
as “scenic drives.” While many of  these routes are located entirely within the Project Area, several extend into 
the cities of  Lancaster or Palmdale, or into other areas of  Los Angeles County. Most of  the scenic drives are 
located in mountainous areas or at the south edges of  the Antelope Valley. Some of  the routes are located in 
areas targeted for growth under the Proposed Project, including Rural Town Centers. However, the Proposed 
Area Plan includes goals and policies that would protect scenic views along the designated corridors. In 
particular, implementation of  Policy COS 5.7 would ensure that development standards and guidelines are 
established for development within the viewsheds of  scenic drives.  

As stated above, implementation of  the Proposed Project would not alter scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.1-3: Implementation of the Proposed Project would alter the existing visual character of portions 
of the Project Area and its surroundings. [Threshold AE-3] 

Impact Analysis: As discussed in Section 5.1.1, Environmental Setting, visual character within the Project Area 
is greatly varied. The Project Area’s mountain ranges, foothills, valleys, basins, deserts, and built environment 
all contribute to its visual character. Furthermore, although most of  the area’s unincorporated communities 
have a rural and/or agrarian character, they still vary from each other and each has a unique visual 
atmosphere. 
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MAP ID NO. SCENIC DRIVES
1 I-5 / GOLDEN STATE FRWY
2 I-5 / GOLDEN STATE FRWY
3 GORMAN POST RD
4 OLD RIDGE ROUTE RD
5 W LANCASTER RD
6 THREE POINTS RD
7 PINE CANYON RD
8 LANCASTER RD
9 LAKE HUGHES RD

10 MUNZ RANCH RD
11 SAN FRANCISQUITO CANYON RD
12 FAIRMONT NEENACH RD
13 JOHNSON RD
14 ELIZABETH LAKE RD
15 SPUNKY CANYON RD
16 BOUQUET CANYON RD
17 LITTLE TUJUNGA RD
18 90TH ST W
19 W AVENUE K
20 60TH ST W
21 GOODE HILL RD W
22 ANTELOPE VALLEY FRWY
23 SOLEDAD CANYON RD
24 W PALMDALE BLVD
25 BIG TUJUNGA CANYON RD
26 ALISO CANYON RD
27 ANGELES FOREST HWY
28 SIERRA HWY
29 BARREL SPRINGS RD
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32 MOUNT WILSON- RED BOX RD
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45 SAN GABRIEL CANYON RD
46 E AVENUE O
47 ANTELOPE HWY
48 LARGO VISTA RD
49 BIG PINES HWY
50 EAST FORK RD
51 GLENDORA MOUNTAIN RD
52 GLENDORA RIDGE RD
53 MOUNT BALDY RD
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
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Priority Scenic Drives

Removed from Scenic Route List

Rural Preservation Areas
Rural Town Areas
Rural Town Center
Employment Protection District
Rural Preserve Areas
Aviation
Open Space - National Forest, Parks, Conservation, BLM
Open Space - Water

Base Layers
Freeways and Highways
Primary, Secondary, and Minor Streets
Antelope Valley Boundary
Economic Opportunity Areas
City / Unincorporated Community Boundary
National Forest
County Boundaries

MAP ID NO. SCENIC DRIVES
1 I-5 / GOLDEN STATE FRWY
2 I-5 / GOLDEN STATE FRWY
3 GORMAN POST RD
4 OLD RIDGE ROUTE RD
5 W LANCASTER RD
6 THREE POINTS RD
7 PINE CANYON RD
8 LANCASTER RD
9 LAKE HUGHES RD

10 MUNZ RANCH RD
11 SAN FRANCISQUITO CANYON RD
12 FAIRMONT NEENACH RD
13 JOHNSON RD
14 ELIZABETH LAKE RD
15 SPUNKY CANYON RD
16 BOUQUET CANYON RD
17 LITTLE TUJUNGA RD
18 90TH ST W
19 W AVENUE K
20 60TH ST W
21 GOODE HILL RD W
22 ANTELOPE VALLEY FRWY
23 SOLEDAD CANYON RD
24 W PALMDALE BLVD
25 BIG TUJUNGA CANYON RD
26 ALISO CANYON RD
27 ANGELES FOREST HWY
28 SIERRA HWY
29 BARREL SPRINGS RD
30 MOUNT EMMA RD
31 UPPER BIG TUJUNGA CANYON RD
32 MOUNT WILSON- RED BOX RD
33 CHESEBORO RD
34 PEARBLOSSOM HWY
35 ANGELES CREST HWY
36 82ND ST E
37 106TH ST E
38 JUNIPER HILLS RD
39 LONGVIEW RD
40 PALLETT CREEK RD
41 DEVILS PUNCHBOWL RD
42 165TH ST E
43 BOBS GAP RD
44 BIG ROCK CREEK RD
45 SAN GABRIEL CANYON RD
46 E AVENUE O
47 ANTELOPE HWY
48 LARGO VISTA RD
49 BIG PINES HWY
50 EAST FORK RD
51 GLENDORA MOUNTAIN RD
52 GLENDORA RIDGE RD
53 MOUNT BALDY RD

Town and Country
Scenic Drives Map

36

13
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Rural Preservation Strategy in Proposed Area Plan 

Prior to buildout of  the Proposed Project, substantial growth would occur in the Project Area. This growth 
would alter the existing visual character and quality of  the Project Area, especially in established communities 
located in the Antelope Valley such as those near Lancaster and Palmdale. Aspects of  this character, including 
agrarian architecture and wide vistas of  the high desert, could be impacted by new development. 

However, an overarching goal of  the Proposed Area Plan is to manage future growth in a way that maintains 
the character of  both individual communities and the Project Area as a whole. The County’s overall approach 
to managing the Project Area’s land use pattern is shown in Figure 5.1-4, Rural Preservation Strategy Map. The 
figure shows that most of  the Project Area, including the Sierra Pelona Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, 
and large swaths of  the Mojave Desert, are designated as rural lands or open space. By severely limiting 
development capacity in these areas, their existing character would be preserved. At buildout, mountainous 
areas and the eastern Antelope Valley would remain remote and undeveloped. Foothill communities such as 
Elizabeth Lake, Green Valley, and Leona Valley are not proposed to be expanded in size, nor are they 
proposed to contain substantial amounts of  new land use types or more intensive development at buildout. 
This intent to preserve existing community character is reflected in the proposed Land Use Policy Map (see 
Figure 3-4(a–c)). 

The Proposed Area Plan primarily targets growth within Rural Town Areas and Rural Town Centers (yellow 
and orange, respectively, in Figure 5.1-4) in the Antelope Valley. These areas include established communities 
such as Acton, Antelope Acres, Lake Los Angeles, Littlerock, and Pearblossom. However, even in these areas, 
new development would be low scale and of  rural character, as required by policies in the Proposed Area 
Plan. 

Community-Specific Land Use Concepts 

Chapter 7 of  the Proposed Area Plan recognizes that the Project Area is a “mosaic of  unique small towns” 
and that these communities vary in “nature, form, and character.” The chapter explains in detail how the 
Proposed Area Plan would be implemented in the 19 communities that would accommodate most of  the 
Project Area’s new development at buildout. Chapter 7 describes in detail how growth in all the Project Area’s 
communities would be managed to maintain a rural character. Strategies include modest increases in allowable 
residential densities, height limits consistent with existing development patterns, street sections and 
landscaping improvements that reflect rural lifestyles instead of  urban infrastructure, and lot size restrictions 
that discourage further land division. Implementation of  the strategies outlined in the Area Plan would ensure 
that the rural character of  the Project Area is preserved. 

County Code 

Existing regulations, including provisions contained in the County’s Zoning Ordinance relating to the 
regulation of  building form, massing, subdivisions, signs, architectural features, CUPs, design, and oak tree 
preservation would serve to lessen the impact of  the Proposed Project on the visual character of  the Project 
Area. For example, future development that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project would 
continue to be subject to Part 1 (General Design Requirements) of  Chapter 22.52 (General Regulations) of  
the County’s Zoning Ordinance as well as any community-specific design standards set forth in Part 2 
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(Community Standards Districts) of  Chapter 22.44 (Supplemental Districts). The continued application of  
such regulations would serve to reduce potential impacts related to changes to the visual character associated 
with implementation of  the Proposed Project. Compliance with these provisions would be ensured through 
the County’s development review and building permit process. 

Proposed Area Plan Goals and Policies 

A number of  goals and policies in the Proposed Area Plan, listed above under Section 5.1.3, Relevant Goals and 
Policies, would serve to minimize potential impacts related to the degradation of  the Project Area’s existing 
visual character or quality resulting from implementation of  the Proposed Project. Policies LU 1.1 through 
LU 1.3 are explicitly aimed at preservation of  the region’s rural character and are consistent with the 
Proposed Land Use Policy Map, which designates most of  the Project Area as rural land or open space. 
Policies LU 2.1 through LU 2.6 in the proposed Land Use Element address the protection of  specific 
environmental resources, which greatly enhances the Project Area’s communities. Similar policies are found in 
the proposed Conservation and Open Space Element, which require that new development be appropriately 
sited and that excessive nighttime light be minimized. Implementation of  Policy COS 13.7 and Policies COS 
14.1 through COS 14.7 would ensure that utility infrastructure projects—including solar facilities—are 
designed and sited to minimize their impacts on community character. Lastly, Policies M 3.2, M 4.1, and M 
11.1 through M 11.4 in the proposed Mobility Element require that streets in rural areas be designed and 
scaled to reflect community character. 

Shade and Shadows 

The issue of  shade and shadow pertains to whether onsite buildings or structures block direct sunlight from 
adjacent properties. Shading is an important environmental issue because the users or occupants of  certain 
land uses have expectations for direct sunlight and warmth from the sun for function, physical comfort, or 
conduct of  commerce. Factors that influence the extent or range of  shading include: season; time of  day; 
weather (i.e., sunny vs. cloudy day); building height, bulk, and scale; topography; spacing between buildings; 
sensitivity of  adjacent land uses; and tree cover. Shadows cast by buildings and structures vary in length and 
direction throughout the day and from season to season. The longest shadows are cast during the winter 
months, when the sun is lowest on the horizon, and the shortest shadows are cast during the summer 
months. Shadows are longer in the early morning and late afternoon. Consequences of  shadows upon land 
uses may be positive, including cooling effects during warm weather, or negative, such as the loss of  natural 
light necessary for solar energy purposes or the loss of  warming influences during cool weather. The relative 
effects of  shading from structures are site specific. 

Although the Proposed Project would allow substantial growth in the Project Area prior to buildout, that 
growth is largely limited to low-scale, low-density growth and would primarily consist of  single-family 
detached homes. Due to allowable densities of  land use designations identified in the proposed Land Use 
Policy Map, these homes would not be sited close enough to each other to cast substantial shade or shadows 
on adjacent properties. Although commercial, industrial, and multifamily uses would be allowed in some 
areas, these would generally be limited to established built-up areas, such as Rural Town Centers and Rural 
Town Areas. Furthermore, descriptions for commercial and mixed use designations indicate that 
nonresidential uses should be “compatible with rural, agricultural, and low-intensity visitor-serving 
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recreational activities.” Nonresidential uses and multifamily residential uses are not expected to consist of  the 
type of  tall or bulky structures found in heavily urbanized areas. Therefore, the potential for future 
development in these land use designations to cast shadows on surrounding land uses is expected to be 
minimal.  

Unlike the proposed Land Use Policy Map, the proposed zoning maps for the Project Area (see Figure 3.5(a–
c)) contain parcels that are explicitly zoned for heavy manufacturing uses. However, these parcels are generally 
concentrated near Palmdale Airport and far from what could be considered sensitive receptors to shade and 
shadow impacts, such as schools or residential areas. Furthermore, CEQA requires that discretionary 
development projects that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project undergo separate project-level 
environmental review, wherein the individual project’s impacts related to shade and shadows would be 
assessed at the time formal development plans/applications are submitted to the County for review and 
approval. Therefore, impacts regarding shade and shadow are not anticipated to be significant. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project would have the potential to result in changes to the visual character 
of  the Project Area, primarily related to the overall magnitude of  growth anticipated. However, at a 
programmatic level, the land use patterns and development types allowed in the Project Area by the Proposed 
Area Plan are designed to maintain the region’s rural character. Furthermore, the implementation of  
guidelines and development standards in the existing regulatory framework would serve to lessen the 
potential impacts of  the Proposed Project by providing consistency between existing and future development. 
Additionally, the goals, policies, and implementation programs contained in the Proposed Area Plan would 
lessen or mitigate potential impacts of  the Proposed Project by providing direction for future decision 
making, as well as by requiring additional future review of  potential impacts of  individual development 
projects that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project. Therefore, while changes to the region’s 
visual appearance and character would occur, these would not be inherently adverse changes. Impacts related 
to visual character and quality would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.1-4: Implementation of the Proposed Project would generate additional sources of light and 
glare that could adversely affect day and nighttime views in the Project Area. 
[Threshold AE-4] 

Impact Analysis: Existing levels of  lighting and light pollution vary widely in the Project Area. They are 
relatively high near Lancaster and Palmdale, where scattered, suburban-scaled housing developments spread 
ambient light and light pollution over a wide area. The Project Area also contains many of  the region’s most 
rural, undeveloped, and remote areas, including the higher elevations of  the San Gabriel Mountains and large 
vacant swaths of  the western Mojave Desert. In these areas, existing nighttime light and light pollution is very 
low. Implementation of  the Proposed Project would allow for additional development throughout the Project 
Area, which would introduce new or additional sources of  light into the Project Area and its surroundings, 
with the potential to affect day and nighttime views. In addition to residential and nonresidential land uses, 
new sources of  light and glare would include energy and utility projects, such as solar facilities. 
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The remoteness of  the higher San Gabriel Mountains and the northern Antelope Valley allow for substantial 
views of  the nighttime sky. The Mojave Desert, in particular, is a well-known destination for stargazers. The 
substantial growth expected in the Antelope Valley would diminish these existing nighttime views by 
introducing new land uses into previously undeveloped areas. However, such impacts would be reduced upon 
implementation of  existing regulations and policies in the Proposed Area Plan, as described below. 

The County’s Zoning Ordinance (Title 22 of  the County Code) contains provisions intended to limit adverse 
light and glare impacts. For example, Section 22.52.820 (General Regulations) of  Part 10 (Signs) requires that 
no lighted signs be placed or directed so as to permit illumination to be directed or beamed upon a public 
street, highway, sidewalk, or adjacent premise. Part 9 (Rural Outdoor Lighting District) of  Chapter 22.44 
(Supplemental Districts) establishes rural outdoor lighting districts. These districts were established as a 
supplementary district for the rural areas of  the Project Area to promote and maintain dark skies for the 
health and enjoyment of  people and wildlife. These provisions are particularly important to mitigating this 
impact because they protect dark sky resources in the portions of  Project Area where additional light 
pollution would be particularly pronounced, such as flat, undeveloped areas of  the Antelope Valley that are 
anticipated to experience substantial growth. Implementation of  the County’s Rural Outdoor Lighting 
District standards would minimize such impacts by requiring outdoor lighting to be scaled appropriately and 
to be designed in a context-sensitive manner. Compliance with these and other applicable provisions of  the 
County’s Zoning Ordinance would be enforced through the County’s development review and building 
permit process. 

In addition to applicable provisions of  the County Code mentioned above (including the Rural Outdoor 
Lighting Ordinance, which applies to rural areas throughout Los Angeles County), CEQA requires that 
development projects requiring discretionary approval be required to undergo separate project-level 
environmental review, wherein the individual project’s contribution to additional sources of  light and glare 
would be assessed at the time formal development plans/applications are submitted to the County for review 
and approval. Additionally, the California Building Code contains standards for outdoor lighting that are 
intended to reduce light pollution and glare by regulating light power and brightness, shielding, and sensor 
controls. These regulations would serve to mitigate potential impacts of  new land uses. 

The higher-intensity uses and mixed uses allowed in the Project Area’s EOAs could result in new sources of  
light and glare in those areas. However, as discussed in the Proposed Area Plan, the EOAs have been created 
with the intention that community plans be prepared for each area. The Proposed Area Plan includes an 
implementation program for the preparation of  such plans. These plans would be required to undergo 
separate CEQA review, which would disclose potential impacts related to light and glare resulting from new 
development in the specific plan areas. Lastly, development standards and design guidelines established in 
each community-level plan would address aesthetic impacts related to light and glare.  

Implementation of Proposed Area Plan Goals and Policies 

Goals and policies of  the Proposed Area Plan, listed above under Section 5.1.3, Relevant Area Plan Goals and 
Policies, would serve to minimize potential impacts related to additional sources of  light and glare. Goal COS 
15 and Policies COS 15.1 through COS 15.4 are directly aimed at protecting the region from light pollution. 
These four policies would ensure that outdoor lighting is provided at the lowest levels possible while still 
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maintaining safety. Special consideration is given to limiting all-night outdoor lighting in rural areas (Policy 
COS 15.2) and compliance with the region’s Rural Outdoor Lighting District regulations. Implementation of  
these policies would substantially reduce the potential impacts of  future growth and development related to 
lighting. Furthermore, the Proposed Area Plan includes policies that would minimize glare impacts relate to 
solar projects. These include Policies COS 13.1, COS 13.7, and COS 14.1 through COS 14.7. 

Conclusion 

Because buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in the construction of  additional development 
throughout the Project Area, its implementation would generate additional sources of  light and glare that 
could adversely affect existing day and nighttime views. However, most growth would occur in established 
communities where existing levels of  nighttime illumination are high. Elsewhere, growth would occur at the 
type of  very low densities that would not create excessive light pollution. Under the Proposed Project, solar 
facilities and other energy projects would be allowed in select parts of  the Project Area. These facilities would 
add glare However the Proposed Area Plan specifically addresses visual impacts of  energy projects and 
includes policies to minimize such potential impacts. Furthermore, these and other individual projects that 
would have potentially significant impacts related to lighting, such as large industrial buildings, would be 
subject to project-level CEQA review. 

Although growth in the Antelope Valley (and other rural areas) could potentially diminish existing nighttime 
views and/or dark skies, these impacts would be minimized by applicable regulations. Upon implementation 
of  applicable sections of  the County Code, provisions of  the California Building Code, and goals and policies 
in the Proposed Area Plan, impacts related to light and glare would be less than significant. 

5.1.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative impact area for the Proposed Project is SCAG’s North Los Angeles County Subregion. 
Cumulative projects located in Lancaster, Palmdale, and the Santa Clarita Valley would have the potential to 
result in a cumulative impact to aesthetic resources if  in combination they would result in the removal or 
substantial adverse change of  one or more features that contribute to the valued visual character or image of  
a neighborhood, community, state scenic highway, or localized area. During the planning period of  the 
Proposed Project, the subregion is anticipated to experience substantial growth. 

Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources 

Growth anticipated in the subregion could affect scenic vistas and specific scenic resources. However, 
because development allowed under the Proposed Project would be subject to goals, policies, and regulations 
that reduce impacts of  the Proposed Project on scenic resources to a less than significant level, the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to subregion-wide impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. Cumulative impacts 
of  the Proposed Project related to scenic vistas and scenic resources are therefore considered less than 
significant. 
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Visual Character and Quality 

During the planning period of  the Proposed Project, growth and development would fundamentally alter 
visual character and quality in some areas of  the region. However, because development allowed under the 
Proposed Project would be subject to goals, policies, and regulations that reduce impacts of  the Proposed 
Project on visual character and quality to a less than significant level, the Proposed Project’s contribution to 
subregion-wide impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. Cumulative impacts of  the Proposed Project 
related to visual character and quality are therefore considered less than significant. 

Light and Glare 

The construction and operation of  cumulative projects located in the subregion would also have the potential 
to result in a new source of  light and glare from new development or redevelopment that requires night 
lighting, such as security lighting in commercial areas, or is constructed with materials that would result in 
glare, such as expanses of  glass on office buildings. Glare could also be generated by new solar projects 
allowed in parts of  the region outside the Project Area. However, impacts from light and glare are generally 
localized and not cumulative in nature. Although a cluster of  solar projects straddling the boundaries of  the 
Project Area and an adjacent city—Lancaster or Palmdale—could generate cumulative effects in the form of  
“shimmer” seen from long distances, implementation of  Proposed Area Plan policies would reduce the 
Project Area’s contribution to these impacts to less than significant (see Impact 5.1-4, above). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially contribute to a significant adverse cumulative effect 
related to glare. Furthermore, as in the Project Area, discretionary solar projects in Lancaster and Palmdale 
would be subject to subsequent environmental review under CEQA. Consistent with CEQA, this 
environmental review would include, where necessary, analysis of  potential aesthetic impacts, including 
potential cumulative glare-related impacts generated by the proposed project in combination with existing 
nearby solar facility projects. Therefore a significant cumulative impact related to glare would not occur. 

5.1.6 Existing Regulations  
State 

 California Building Code 

 California Scenic Highway Program 

Local 

 Los Angeles County Code 

 Los Angeles County CEQA Guidelines 

5.1.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements, program-level aesthetic impacts, including Impacts 5.1-1 
through 5.1-5, would be less than significant. 
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5.1.8 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

5.1.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to aesthetics have been identified. Aesthetic impacts 
would be less than significant. 

5.1.10 References 
California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans). 2014. List of  Eligible and Officially Designated State 

Scenic Routes. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/cahisys.htm. 

Los Angles Almanac (LAA). 2014. Mountain Ranges & Hills in Los Angeles County. 
http://www.laalmanac.com/geography/ge06.htm. 

United States Geological Survey, Geographic Names Information System (USGS). 20141. Feature Detail 
Report for: Mount San Antonio. 
http://geonames.usgs.gov/apex/f?p=gnispq:3:0::NO::P3_FID:273439.  
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5.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
This section of  the DEIR describes the impacts of  the Proposed Project on existing farmland and forestry 
resources. The information in this section is based on the Adopted Los Angeles County General Plan, the 
Proposed Project, review of  aerial photographs, and review of  state farmland maps. 

5.2.1 Environmental Setting 
5.2.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

Regulations and plans applicable to the Proposed Project are summarized below. 

State 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

The goal of  the state Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) is to provide consistent and 
impartial data to decision makers for use in assessing present status, reviewing trends, and planning for the 
future of  California’s agricultural land resources. FMMP produces Important Farmland Maps, which are a hybrid 
of  resource quality (soils) and land use information. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and 
irrigation status; the best quality land is called Prime Farmland. The maps are updated every two years with 
the use of  a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, public review, and field reconnaissance. Data is also 
released in statistical formats—principally the biennial California Farmland Conversion Report. 

California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) 

The Williamson Act provides tax incentives to retain prime agricultural land and open space in agricultural 
use, which subsequently slows its conversion to urban development. The Williamson Act requires a 10-year 
contract between the County of  Los Angeles (County) and landowners who enter into contracts with local 
government for long-term use restrictions on qualifying agricultural and open space land. In accordance with 
the contract, the land must be taxed based on its agricultural use rather than its full market value. The overall 
purpose of  the Williamson Act is to protect agricultural lands and open space. 

California Land Evaluation Site Assessment Model (LESA) 

The California Land Evaluation Site Assessment Model (LESA) was developed by the federal Natural 
Resources Conservation Service to assist state and local officials with making sound decisions regarding land 
use. LESA was subsequently adapted by the California Department of  Conservation (CDC) for use in 
California. LESA analyzes soil resource quality, project size, water resource availability, surrounding protected 
resource lands, and surrounding agricultural lands; the model output is a numerical rating. LESA includes a 
numeric threshold for determining significance under CEQA of  impacts on conversion of  mapped farmland 
to non-agricultural uses. 
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Farmland Classifications 

The California Department of  Conservation, through the FMMP, classifies agricultural lands as follows: 

Prime Farmland: Prime Farmland consists of  land that has the best combination of  physical and chemical 
features capable of  sustaining long-term production of  agricultural crops. This land possesses optimal soil 
quality, growing season, and moisture supply required to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been 
used for irrigated crop production four years prior to the mapping date. 

Farmland of  Statewide Importance: Similar to Prime Farmland, this land has a good combination of  
physical and chemical features capable of  sustaining long-term production of  agricultural crops. This land has 
minor shortcomings, such as a decreased ability to store soil moisture and greater slopes in comparison to 
Prime Farmland. Land must have been used for irrigated crop production four years prior to the mapping 
date. 

Unique Farmland: This land tends to have decreased quality soils used for production of  the state’s leading 
agricultural crops. It is generally irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards as found in 
some climatic zones in California. This land is used for specific, high-economic-value crop production, such 
as oranges, olives, avocadoes, rice, grapes, or cut flowers. Land must have been used for crop production four 
years prior to the mapping date. 

Farmland of  Local Importance: Each county’s board of  supervisors, with additional assistance from a 
local advisory committee, determines important land to the local agricultural economy. The County Board of  
Supervisors has designated producing lands that would meet the standard criteria for Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of  Statewide Importance, but are not irrigated, as being of  “Local Importance.” 

Grazing Land: This land consists of  existing vegetation that is suitable for livestock grazing. This particular 
category was developed in cooperation with the California Cattlemen’s Association, the University of  
California Cooperative Extension, and other groups interested in the extent of  grazing activities. 

Urban and Built-Up Land: The land is generally occupied by structures consisting of  a building density of  
at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel. Common examples include 
residential, industrial, commercial, institutional facilities, cemeteries, airports, golf  courses, sanitary landfills, 
and sewage treatment and water control structures. 

Other Land: This category includes land that is excluded from other mapping categories. Common examples 
include low-density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas unsuitable for livestock 
grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines or borrow pits; and water bodies 
smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and non-agricultural land greater than 40 acres and surrounded on all sides by 
urban development is mapped as Other Land. 

Land Committed to Non-Agricultural Use: This optional designation is an overlay to the standard 
farmland categories described above. It represents existing farmland and grazing land, and vacant areas with a 
permanent commitment for development. Examples of  this category include an area undergoing permanent 
infrastructure installation or for which bonds or assessments have been issued for public utilities. Such lands 
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represent planning areas where there are commitments for future nonagricultural development that are not 
reversible by a city council or board of  supervisors’ majority vote. 

Local 

Los Angeles County General Plan 
The Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (Adopted General Plan) was adopted in 1980 and established 
policy to protect agricultural areas in the County, and adopted potential agricultural preserves as Special 
Management Areas. These areas indicate major contiguous areas where commercial agriculture is taking place 
and/or is believed to have a future potential based on the presence of  prime agricultural soils. The objective 
is to preserve significant agricultural resource areas and encourage the expansion of  agricultural activities into 
under-utilized lands such as utility rights-of-way and flood prone areas. 

Los Angeles County Code Title 22 
Chapter 22.24 (Agricultural Zones) of  Title 22 outlines the purpose, use restrictions, and general regulation 
of  agricultural uses.  

5.2.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Mapped Important Farmland 

Portions of  the Project Area that are mapped by FMMP fall into five agricultural land use designations, as 
shown in Table 5.2-1, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Categories and Acreages. The locations of  these 
land classifications are shown in Figure 5.2-1, State Important Farmland Map.  

Table 5.2-1 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Categories and Acreages 

Type of Farmland 
 

Project Area 

Total, Los Angeles County 
(includes incorporated and 

unincorporated areas) 

Project Area as percentage 
of Los Angeles County 

Total 
Agricultural Land 
Prime Farmland 23,231 36,126 64.3% 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 749 1,364 54.9% 
Unique Farmland 463 1,372 33.7% 
Subtotal, Prime, Statewide, Unique 24,443 38,862 62.9% 
Farmland of Local Importance 6,723 10,180 66.0% 
Grazing Land 135,342 282,415 47.9% 

Subtotal: Local Importance, Grazing 142,065 292,595 48.6% 
Subtotal, Agricultural Land 166,508 331,457 50.2% 

Non-Agricultural Land 
Urban and Built-Up Land 17,621 45,302 38.9% 
Other Land 442,459 827,966 53.4% 
Water 575 4,152 13.8% 

Subtotal, Nonagricultural Land 460,655 877,420 52.5% 
TOTAL 627,163 1,208,877 51.9% 
Source: FMMP 2011 
Note: The Los Angeles Basin, the San Gabriel Valley, and most of the eastern San Fernando Valley are not mapped by the FMMP. 
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Mapped Important Farmland in the Project Area is scattered east, north, and west of  the City of  Palmdale 
and City of  Lancaster; in addition, much of  the unincorporated island in the Palmdale Regional Airport site is 
Prime Farmland. 

Existing Conditions on Mapped Important Farmland 

Existing conditions on Prime Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland were 
observed using satellite photography taken by Google in 2013. At a scale of  about 1:1500, orchards, row 
crops, and grass crops can be distinguished; fallow row crop fields can be distinguished from active fields; and 
vacant land can be distinguished from active farmland and from fallow row crop fields. 

Nine areas of  Prime Farmland, two areas of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and two areas of  Unique 
Farmland in the Project Area were reviewed. Vacant land was identified in two of  the nine areas of  Prime 
Farmland. Both areas of  Unique Farmland, and one of  the areas of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance, 
consisted entirely of  active farmland. The remaining farmland areas each consisted of  a mixture of  active and 
fallow farmland (see Figure 5.2-2, Existing Conditions on Important Mapped Farmland). 

Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Uses 

Between 1984 and 2010, the amount of  Prime Farmland in Los Angeles County decreased by about 
9,200 acres, or 23 percent; and the amount of  Farmland of  Local Importance decreased by about 
12,500 acres, or 65 percent, of  the 1984 acreage (see Table 5.2-2, below). During the same period, Farmland 
of  Statewide Importance decreased by 6.4 percent and Unique Farmland increased by 165 percent. The total 
acreage of  Unique Farmland increased incrementally as other land use types were re-designated by the CDC. 
Overall, Los Angeles County experienced a 6.7 percent decrease in farmland between 1984 and 2010. 
Farmland conversion data are by county and are not available for the Project Area only. 

Table 5.2-2 Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Uses between 1984 and 2010 in Los Angeles 
County (in acres)1 

 1984 2010 Change, 1984–2010 Percent Change, 1984–2010 
Prime Farmland 40,059 30,876 -9,183 -22.9% 
Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 1,017 952 -65 -6.4% 

Unique Farmland 426 1,129 703 165.0% 
Subtotal 41,502 32,957 -8,545 -20.6% 

Farmland of Local 
Importance 19,375 6,855 -12,520 -64.6% 

Grazing Land 229,763 231,475 1,712 0.7% 
Subtotal 249,138 238,330 -10,808 -4.3% 

TOTAL 290,640 271,287 -19,353 -6.7% 
Source: FMMP 2014 
1 Includes all of Los Angeles County, including the Project Area and incorporated cities. 
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Agricultural Production 

The total dollar value of  agricultural production in Los Angeles County in 2012 was $189.9 million. The top 
five agricultural commodities by dollar value in 2012 were nursery production, vegetable crops, field crops, 
fruit and nut crops, and livestock production. The total acreage in agricultural production was 21,563 acres, or 
about 33.7 square miles (ACMW 2013). Overall, agricultural production has increased in the Antelope Valley 
since the mid-1990s due to the increase in production of  vegetable crops (mainly onions and carrots) and 
fruit crops (mainly peaches)—28 percent and 15 percent, respectively. Agricultural acreage of  vegetable crops 
has increased from 9,090 acres in 1999 to 11,670 in 2000, primarily due to increased carrot cultivation (UCCE 
2014). 

Constraints on Agricultural Production 

Constraints on agricultural production in Los Angeles County include conversion of  farmland to non-
agricultural uses, high land values making some agricultural commodities economically infeasible, 
incompatibility with surrounding urban land uses, and availability of  water. 

Forests 

Forests are distinguished from woodlands in that the crowns of  forest trees generally overlap; woodlands 
consist of  open stands of  trees, usually with 25 to 60 percent tree cover (The Nature Conservancy 1998). 

Forest land is defined as “land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of  any species, including 
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of  one or more forest resources, 
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits” 
(California Public Resources Code Section 12220[g]). Timberland is defined as “land…which is available for, 
and capable of, growing a crop of  trees of  any commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest 
products, including Christmas trees” (California Public Resources Code Section 4526). 

Forests in the Project Area 

A number of  forest plant communities in the Project Area are described in the Section 5.4, Biological Resources, 
of  this DEIR, with emphasis on oak riparian forest, coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood 
willow riparian forest, and mainland cherry forest. 

The Angeles National Forest (ANF) encompasses nearly 600,000 acres, or 52 percent of  land within the 
Project Area. The ANF stretches across Los Angeles County in two sections encompassing the San Gabriel 
Mountain Range, and is 1,018 square miles, or 25 percent of  the land area of  Los Angeles County. The U.S. 
Forest Service is responsible for managing public forest lands. Its mission is the stewardship of  forest lands 
and resources through programs that provide recreation and multiple uses of  natural resources, wilderness 
areas, and significant habitat areas. Within the boundaries of  the National Forest, nearly 40,000 acres are 
privately owned. For these parcels, commonly referred to as in-holdings, the County retains responsibility for 
land use regulation. The Project Area also includes small areas of  forest outside of  the ANF. These consist 
primarily of  small areas in the Sierra Pelona Mountains and areas of  the San Gabriel Mountains adjacent to 
the ANF. 
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Despite the large extent of  the ANF in the Project Area, very little of  its area contains forests or woodlands 
as defined above. Most of  the land area in the ANF is chaparral. Forests in Los Angeles County are limited to 
narrow formations along creeks and other watercourses and the highest elevations of  the San Gabriel 
Mountains. Because there are no substantial areas of  privately-owned forest in Los Angeles County, there is 
no land used or zoned for commercial logging (timberland). 

Forestry Production in Los Angeles County 

There is very little forestry production in Los Angeles County; the dollar value of  such production was 
$16,215 in 2012, the most recent year for which data are available (ACWM 2013). 

5.2.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

AG-1 Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of  Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of  
the California Resources Agency to non-agricultural use. 

AG-2 Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. 

AG-3 Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)). 

AG-4 Result in the loss of  forest land or conversion of  forest land to nonforest use. 

AG-5 Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of  Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of  forest land to nonforest use. 

5.2.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
The following is a list of  goals and policies included as part of  the Proposed Project intended to reduce 
potentially significant adverse effects concerning agriculture and forestry resources. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal COS 6: Farming is a viable profession for Antelope Valley residents, contributing to the Valley’s rural 
character and economic strength.  

 Policy COS 6.1: Limit the amount of  potential residential development in Agricultural Resource Areas 
(Map 4.3: Agricultural Resource Areas) through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan, minimizing the 
potential for future land use conflicts. 
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 Policy COS 6.2: Limit incompatible non-agricultural uses in Agricultural Resource Areas. Where non-
agricultural uses are necessary to meet regional or community needs, require buffering and appropriate 
development standards to minimize potential conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses. 

 Policy COS 6.3: Ensure that agricultural activities are included within the Antelope Valley’s economic 
development strategies and pursue funding to support rural economic development and agriculture. 

 Policy COS 6.4: Encourage the establishment of  community farms, community gardens, and similar 
agricultural operations to produce local food and demonstrate the history, importance, and value of  
agriculture in the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy COS 6.5: Encourage the establishment of  local farmer markets, roadside stands, wineries and 
tasting rooms, and other forms of  “agricultural tourism” throughout the Antelope Valley to expand 
potential sources of  farm income. 

 Policy COS 6.6: Provide educational resources to farmers. 

 Policy COS 6.7: Investigate the feasibility of  financial and/or zoning incentive programs for farmers, 
such as Williamson Act contracts, conservation easements and flexible zoning provisions. 

 Policy COS 6.8: Support innovative agricultural business practices, such as agricultural tourism and 
cooperative processing, necessary for adapting to changing economic and environmental conditions by 
streamlining regulations. 

Goal COS 7: Farming practices are sustainable, balancing economic benefits with water and biological 
resource management priorities, and minimize greenhouse gas emissions and water pollution. 

 Policy COS 7.1: Promote agricultural uses which sequester carbon and fix nitrogen. 

 Policy COS 7.2: Support the use of  alternative and renewable energy systems in conjunction with 
agricultural activities. 

 Policy COS 7.3: Encourage sustainable agricultural and water quality best management practices such as 
runoff  detention basins, use of  vegetation filter strips, and organic farming. 

 Policy COS 7.4: Ensure that agricultural activity is managed to minimize soil erosion and the release of  
contaminants into surface and groundwater resources. 

5.2.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance according to Appendix G of  the CEQA 
Guidelines. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. In order to 
provide context for the analysis, the text immediately below identifies components of  the Proposed Project 
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that directly relate to agricultural resources and explains the relevance of  these components to analysis of  
Impacts 5.1-1 through 5.1-5. 

Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project devotes special attention to preservation of  agricultural resources. Its primary tool for 
conservation of  such resources is the establishment of  Agricultural Resource Areas (ARAs). 

Agricultural Resource Areas 

ARAs are areas where the Proposed Project promotes the preservation of  agricultural land. These areas are 
protected by policies to encourage agriculture and prevent the conversion of  farmland to incompatible uses. 
ARAs consist of  farmland identified by the CDC and farms that have received permits from the County 
Agricultural Commissioner/Weights and Measures. The County encourages the preservation and sustainable 
utilization of  agricultural land, agricultural activities and compatible uses within these areas. 

ARAs include: 

 Prime Farmland 

 Farmland of  Statewide Importance 

 Farmland of  Local Importance 

 Unique Farmland 

 Lands that received permits from the County Agricultural Commissioner/Weights and Measures 

The ARAs exclude: 

 Proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) 

 Approved specific plans 

 Approved large-scale renewable energy facilities 

 Lands designated Public and Semi-Public (P) 

ARAs are designated in the Antelope Valley and Santa Clarita Valley areas only; about 98 percent of  the 
ARAs in the County are in the Project Area (see Figure 5.2-3, Proposed Agricultural Resource Areas). ARAs in the 
Project Area are listed below by acreage and farmland mapping category. 

 Prime Farmland: 26,917 

 Farmland of  Statewide Importance: 611 

 Unique Farmland: 380 

 Farmland of  Local Importance: 6,254 

 Total: 34,162 
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Methodology of Analysis 

Consistent with Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis in this section of  the DEIR focuses on 
the potential loss of  agricultural land or forests. 

Approach to Impact Analysis Related to ARAs 

Implementation of  ARA policies in the Adopted General Plan and Proposed Area Plan would reduce direct 
and indirect impacts of  conversion of  mapped Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. However, ARAs 
would not be agricultural preserves, and some conversion of  Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses 
would be permitted in ARAs. Thus, the following impact analysis focuses on buildout of  proposed land use 
designations in the Project Area. 

Feasibility of Agriculture Related to Permitted Density 

Agricultural uses are allowed in existing land use designations for rural land, nonurban uses, and mountain 
land in the Project Area with permitted residential densities of  up to one residential unit per acre. This means 
that agricultural activities are allowed in many areas of  Los Angeles County, including on parcels that 
primarily feature a nonagricultural use. Analysis of  impacts to mapped farmland under CEQA focuses on 
“intensive commercial agriculture” (CDC 1997), which generally involves agricultural operations that produce 
crops intended for widespread consumption. Especially at the scale of  a Proposed Area Plan Update, it is not 
feasible (and not required under CEQA) to analyze localized impacts to individual subsistence agriculture 
operations. Therefore, the analysis below focuses on commercial-scale agriculture and assumes that buildout 
of  land use designations with permitted densities greater than one residential unit per five acres would not be 
compatible with—or likely to be used for—continued agricultural production. Although parcels with 
designations allowing higher residential units might feature agricultural operations in the short term, buildout 
of  the Proposed Project would feature residential uses on such parcels. 

Impact 5.2-1: Buildout of the Proposed Project would convert California resource agency–designated 
farmland to non-agricultural land uses. [Threshold AG-1] 

Impact Analysis:  

Buildout of Proposed Land Use Designations on Mapped Important Farmland 

Proposed land use designations on Important Farmland under the Proposed Area Plan are listed below in Table 
5.2-3 and shown on Figure 5.2-4, Proposed Land Use Designations on Important Farmland. Two of  the proposed 
designations, RL10 (Rural Land, one dwelling unit per 10 gross acres) and RL20 (Rural Land, one dwelling unit per 
20 gross acres) are considered compatible with continued intensive commercial agriculture. All other land use 
designations are considered incompatible with continued agricultural use because the designations either permit 
residential use at one or more dwelling units per five acres; or permit other types of  land uses incompatible with 
agriculture. It is assumed here that all of  the mapped Important Farmland in designations incompatible with 
continued agricultural use would be converted to non-agricultural uses by buildout of  the Proposed Area Plan. 
Such mapped farmland consists of  5,968 acres of  Prime Farmland, 133 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide 
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Importance, and 68 acres of  Unique Farmland, totaling 6,169 acres; that is, approximately 26 percent of  the total 
of  mapped Important Farmland in the Project Area. Farmland that would be converted to non-agricultural use is 
about 16 percent of  the total of  38,862 acres of  such farmland countywide (including incorporated and 
unincorporated areas), such loss of  mapped important farmland would be a significant impact. 

Implementation of  proposed ARA policies would reduce direct and indirect impacts of  conversion of  mapped 
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. However, ARAs would not be agricultural preserves, and some 
conversion of  Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses would be permitted in ARAs. Therefore, conversion 
of  Prime Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland to non-agricultural uses due to 
buildout of  the Proposed Project would be a potentially significant impact. 

Table 5.2-3 Proposed Land Use Designations on Mapped Important Farmland 

 Prime Farmland 
Farmland of Statewide 

Importance Unique Farmland Total 
Designations for Land Uses Compatible with Continued Agricultural Use 
RL10 – Rural Land 10 9,809 434 294 10,537 
RL20 – Rural Land 20 7,063 176 79 7,318 

Subtotal 16,872 610 373 17,855 
Designations for Land Uses Incompatible with Continued Agricultural Use 
CR – Rural Commercial 120 0 8 128 
H2 - Residential 2 3 0 0 3 
H5 – Residential 5 101 0 0 101 
IH – Heavy Industrial 3 0 0 3 
IL – Light Industrial 201 0 21 222 
MU-R - Rural Commercial/Mixed 
Use 13 

0 0 
13 

OS-C – Conservation 83 0 0 83 
OS-NF - Open Space National 
Forest 0 

0 0 
0 

P - Public and Semi-Public 3,696 0 0 3,696 
RL1 – Rural Land 1 3 0 0 3 
RL2 – Rural Land 2 1,432 105 9 1,546 
RL5 – Rural Land 5 312 28 30 370 
W - Water 1 0 0 1 

Subtotal 5,968 133 68 6,169 
GRAND TOTAL 22,839 743 452 24,034 

 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

August 2014 Page 5.2-15 

Impact 5.2-2: The Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act. [Threshold AG-2] 

Impact Analysis: 

Proposed Zoning Changes 

The Proposed Project includes establishment of  two new zones:  

 C-RU Rural Commercial Zone: would permit low-intensity commercial uses that are compatible with 
rural, agricultural, and low-density residential uses. The intent of  the zone is to serve the diverse 
economic needs of  rural communities, while preserving their unique characters and identities. 

 MXD-RU Mixed Use Rural Zone: would permit a limited mix of  commercial uses and very low-
density multifamily residential uses on the same lot within rural town centers  

The proposed C-RU and MXD-RU Zones are within the proposed CR (Rural Commercial) and MU-R (Rural 
Commercial/Mixed Use) designations shown above in Table 5.2-3. Buildout of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan 
would convert land with each of  these two zones to nonagricultural uses. Such conversion would be part of  
the conversion of  128 acres of  mapped Important Farmland within the CR designation and of  13 acres 
within the MU-R designation. There are about 30,566 acres of  mapped Important Farmland in the Project 
Area, including unincorporated and incorporated areas both. The total conversion of  141 acres of  mapped 
Important Farmland to non-agricultural use would be less than significant in comparison to the total acreage 
of  Important Farmland in the Project Area. 

Williamson Act Contracts 

No Williamson Act contracts are in effect in the Project Area. No impact to Williamson Act contracts would 
occur. 

Impact 5.2-3: The Proposed Project would not conflict with zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, 
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. [Threshold AG-3] 

Impact Analysis: Forest land is defined as “land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of  any 
species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of  one or more 
forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other 
public benefits” (California Public Resources Code Section 12220[g]). Timberland is defined as “land…which 
is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of  trees of  any commercial species used to produce lumber 
and other forest products, including Christmas trees” (California Public Resources Code Section 4526). The 
Los Angeles County Zoning Code does not contain zones specifically for forest use or production of  forest 
resources. Additionally, forest use is not specified as a permitted use in any of  the three agricultural zones.  

As the County has no existing zoning specifically designating forest use, implementation of  the Proposed 
Project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland. No impact would occur. 
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Impact 5.2-4: The Proposed Project will not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
nonforest use. [Threshold AG-4] 

Impact Analysis: Forests in the Project Area are largely limited to narrow formations along creeks and other 
watercourses and the highest elevations of  the San Gabriel Mountains. The largest concentration of  forest is 
in the Angeles National Forest (ANF), which covers 25 percent of  the land area of  Los Angeles County. 
Despite the large extent of  the ANF, very little of  its area contains forests or woodlands as defined by the 
California Public Resources Code. Most of  the land area in the ANF is chaparral or similar scrub 
communities. 

Coast live oak riparian forest occurs in narrow formations along watercourses. Southern cottonwood-willow 
riparian forest occurs in frequently flooded lands along perennially wet reaches of  streams (UCSB 1998). 
These plant communities would be protected by existing regulations, including Sections 1600 et seq. of  the 
California Fish and Game Code.1 Mitigation measures set forth in Section 5.4 of  this DEIR would reduce 
impacts to these natural communities from projects approved under the Proposed Project. 

Oak riparian forest occurs in canyons at higher elevations. Many of  the higher-elevation canyons in the 
Project Area are already protected within the Angeles National Forest. In addition, some oak riparian forest is 
in riparian habitat jurisdictional to the CDFW.  

Forest land within Los Angeles County is protected through the County’s Significant Ecological Area (SEA) 
provisions. Four SEAs, updated from the Adopted General Plan and part of  the Proposed Project, are 
entirely within the Project Area: Antelope Valley, San Andreas, Joshua Tree Woodland, and Tujunga 
Wash/Hansen Dam SEAs. Four additional SEAs are partly within the Project Area: the Santa Clara River, 
Altadena Foothills and Arroyos, San Gabriel Canyon, and San Dimas Canyon/San Antonio Wash SEAs (see 
Figure 5.4-4, Existing and Proposed Significant Ecological Areas, in Section 5.4 of  this DEIR). Compliance with the 
provisions for SEAs will reduce potential impacts to forest land to a less than significant level. 

                                                      
1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdiction over riparian habitat extends to the edge of riparian habitat 
extending outward from a stream, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq. 



£¤101

·|}ÿ14

·|}ÿ118

·|}ÿ110

·|}ÿ170

·|}ÿ91

·|}ÿ134

·|}ÿ210

·|}ÿ60

·|}ÿ2

·|}ÿ103

·|}ÿ47

·|}ÿ22

·|}ÿ57

£¤101

·|}ÿ71

·|}ÿ90

§̈¦5

§̈¦210

§̈¦10

§̈¦405

§̈¦110
§̈¦710

§̈¦10

§̈¦605

§̈¦105

§̈¦5PACIFIC OCEAN

KERN COUNTY

VENTURA COUNTY

ORANGE COUNTY

SAN
BERNARDINO

COUNTY

RIVERSIDE
COUNTY

ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST 

ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS

LOS
PADRES

NATIONAL
FOREST

ANTELOPE
VALLEY

LOS
ANGELES

LOS
ANGELES

ROWLAND
HEIGHTS

ALTADENA

EAST
LOS

ANGELES

HACIENDA
HEIGHTS

OAT MOUNTAIN

SANTA
CLARITA
VALLEY

LANCASTER

IRWINDALE

SAN
MARINO

COVINA

EL
SEGUNDO

INGLEWOOD

WEST
COVINA

WALNUT

GLENDORA

ARCADIA

AGOURA
HILLS

POMONA

ALHAMBRA

SANTA
MONICA

PICO
RIVERABELL

LA HABRA
HEIGHTS

DOWNEY
SOUTH
GATE

LA MIRADA

COMPTON

CARSON

GLENDALE

BURBANK

MONROVIA

SAN
DIMAS

EL MONTE

MONTEREY
PARK

MALIBU

TORRANCE

PASADENA

AZUSA

DIAMOND
BAR

NORWALK

WHITTIER

LOS
ANGELES

CALABASAS

LONG
BEACH

PALMDALE

SANTA
CLARITA

Agricultural Resource Areas Policy Map

SAN
CLEMENTE

ISLAND

SANTA
CATALINA

ISLAND

NOTE:  Islands are not shown
             in their true locations.

Figure 9.5

Agricultural Resource Areas

Unincorporated Areas

Cities

O
Miles

0 105

Source: Department of Regional Planning, December 2013

FIGURE 5.2-3
5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

PROPOSED AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE AREAS

ANTELOPE VALLEY AREA PLAN UPDATE DRAFT EIR

Antelope Valley Project Area



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Page 5.2-18 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



§̈¦10
§̈¦405

§̈¦5

¬«57

¬«2

¬«60

¬«118

¬«210

¬«14

¬«134

¬«170
£¤101

Angeles National Forest

Angeles National Forest

Lancaster

Palmdale

COLA-03.0E
0 63

Miles

8/20/2014 8:33:26 AM

5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Source: California Department of Conservation, 2010.

FIGURE 5.2-4

PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
ON MAPPED IMPORTANT FARMLAND

Antelope Valley Project Area

RL1 - Rural Land 1 (1 du / 1 gross ac) (1)
RL2 - Rural Land 2 (1 du / 2 gross ac) (28)
RL5 - Rural Land 5 (1 du / 5 gross ac) (16)
RL10 - Rural Land 10 (1 du / 10 gross ac) (105)
RL20 - Rural Land 20 (1 du / 20 gross ac) (68)
H2 - Residential 2 (0-2 du / net ac) (1)
H5 - Residential 5 (0-5 du / net ac) (2)
CR - Rural Commercial (8)
MU-R - Mixed Use - Rural (1)
IL - Light Industrial (4)
IH - Heavy Industrial (3)
P - Public and Semi-Public (16)
OS-NF - Open Space National Forest (1)
OS-C - Open Space Conservation (2)
W - Water (2)

COLA-03.0E 8/20/2014 8:33:26 AM

DRAFT EIR
ANTELOPE VALLEY

AREA PLAN UPDATE

Ventura
County

San
Bernardino

County

Kern County



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Page 5.2-20 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank 

  



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

August 2014 Page 5.2-21 

Impact 5.2-5: Buildout of the Proposed Project would involve other changes in the existing environment 
that could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to nonforest use. [Threshold AG-5] 

Impact Analysis: 

Land Use Compatibility 

Agricultural use can be incompatible with some other land uses–such as residential, school, hospital, and day 
care uses–due to pesticide use, noise, dust emissions, and odors. As mapped Important Farmland in the 
Project Area is generally scattered, buildout of  the Proposed Project would involve development of  non-
agricultural uses along many edges of  Important Farmland areas, as well as within some Important Farmland 
areas. New nonagricultural uses may develop around existing agricultural uses, creating pressure for them to 
be converted to nonagricultural uses. 

Most of  the areas of  Prime Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland within the 
Project Area are in and surrounded by proposed land use designations incompatible with agricultural use. 
Thus, buildout of  land surrounding existing mapped Important Farmland within the Project Area under the 
Proposed Area Plan would contribute to pressure to convert mapped farmland to non-agricultural uses.  

Water Use 

Increasing water demands in a region can reduce the practicability and/or economic feasibility of  commercial 
agriculture. The two foremost sources of  water in the Antelope Valley are local groundwater and water 
imported from Northern California via the State Water Project (SWP). The Antelope Valley–East Kern Water 
Agency (AVEK), the largest water wholesaler in the Antelope Valley region, purchases imported water and 
resells it to local water providers. The native safe yield of  the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is 82,300 
acre-feet per year (afy). The SWP water brought in the Antelope Valley results in return flows. The 
supplemental yield from imported water return flows and the native safe yield of  82,300 provide an average 
total of  110,000 afy. See Section 5.17 for additional information pertaining to availability of  water supplies. 

Conversion of Forest Land 

Most of  the forest land in the Project Area is either along streams or at the highest elevations of  the San 
Gabriel Mountains. Much forest land along streams is protected under California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 1600 et seq; forest land high in the San Gabriel Mountains is protected as part of  the Angeles 
National Forest. Implementation of  the Proposed Project would not indirectly cause conversion of  
substantial areas of  forest land to non-forest uses. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of  proposed ARA policies would reduce direct and indirect impacts of  conversion of  
mapped Important Farmland to incompatible non-agricultural uses. However, ARAs would not be 
agricultural preserves, and some conversion of  Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses would be 
permitted in ARAs. Buildout of  the Proposed Project would have a significant indirect impact on conversion 
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of  mapped Important Farmland to non-agricultural use due to pressure to convert farmland to non-
agricultural uses and related incompatibilities between agricultural and urban uses. 

5.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative impact area for the Proposed Project is SCAG’s North Los Angeles County Subregion, which 
includes the Project Area, the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, and the cities of  Lancaster, Palmdale, and 
Santa Clarita. 

Cities of Lancaster and Palmdale 

Cumulative projects in Lancaster and Palmdale could cause significant cumulative impacts if  they would 
convert substantial areas of  Prime Farmland, Farmland of  Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland to 
non-agricultural uses. There are about 6,044 acres of  Prime Farmland, 31 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide 
Importance, and 47 acres of  Unique Farmland in the cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale. The total of  those 
three categories, 6,123 acres, is about 20 percent of  the total in the subregion.  

Santa Clarita Valley 

A total of  56,836 acres of  farmland and grazing land in unincorporated portions of  the Santa Clarita Valley 
Planning Area were mapped by the Division of  Land Resource Protection in 2010, including: 

 1,039 acres of  Prime Farmland 

 181 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance 

 264 acres of  Unique Farmland 

 130 acres of  Farmland of  Local Importance 

 55,222 acres of  Grazing Land (DLRP 2010). 

Important Farmland would be converted to non-agricultural land uses by buildout of  the Santa Clarita Valley 
Area Plan, which is coterminous with the Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area.  

The following policies relevant to agricultural resources are set forth in the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 1.1.7: Preserve and protect important agricultural resources, including farmland and 
grazing land, through designating these areas as Rural Land on the Land Use Map where appropriate. 

 Policy CO 10.1.9: Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands, 
watersheds, groundwater recharge areas, and other open space that provides nature carbon 
sequestration benefits. 

The 2012 Certified EIR for the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (Impact Sciences, Inc. 2012) concluded that 
upon implementation of  the above policies, impacts related to conversion of  agricultural land in the Santa 
Clarita Valley Planning Area would be less than significant. Because the Proposed Project would not change 
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any land use designations in the Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area, this significance determination is 
incorporated in this DEIR by reference. 

Conclusion 

Cumulative projects would not conflict with Williamson Act contracts because there are no such contracts in 
the subregion. Additionally, substantial adverse cumulative impacts to forest land, or zoning for forest use, are 
unlikely since almost all of  the forests are in high-elevation parts of  the subregion. However, considering the 
potentially significant impact to mapped farmland in the Project Area due to future subregional growth, 
cumulative impacts to agricultural resources would be significant. No mitigation measures are available that 
would reduce cumulative impacts to less than significant; thus, cumulative impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

5.2.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
State 

 California Government Code Sections 51200 et. seq.: Williamson Act 

 California Government Code Section 65570: Authorized Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

 California Public Resources Code, Section 21095: Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model 

 California Public Resources Code, Section 21060.1: Established farmland mapping categories 

Local 

 Los Angeles County Code of  Ordinances Title 22 

5.2.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: Impact 5.2-2, Impact 5.2-3, and Impact 5.2-3. Without mitigation, the 
following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.2-1 Buildout of  the Proposed Project would convert mapped Important Farmland in 
the Project Area to non-agricultural uses. 

 Impact 5.2-5 Buildout of  the Proposed Project would indirectly result in conversion of  mapped 
Important Farmland to non-agricultural land uses in the Project Area. 
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5.2.8 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.2-1 

No mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts of  conversion of  mapped Important 
Farmland to less than significant. Efforts to preserve offsite farmland through agricultural or conservation 
easements, or mitigation banks, do not offset or decrease the reduction in total mapped Important Farmland 
due to implementation of  a project. The related ARA policies in the Proposed Area Plan (Policies COS 6.1 
through COS 6.8) would encourage the continued use of  farmland for agricultural operation. However, the 
ARAs would not be agricultural preserves and would not guarantee the preservation of  farmland. Impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

The California Court of  Appeal has held that a mitigation measure requiring an agricultural land mitigation 
bank does not actually avoid or reduce the loss of  farmland subject to development (Friends of  the Kangaroo 
Rat v. California Department of  Corrections (August 18, 2003) Fifth Appellate District Number F040956). 
Therefore, an Agricultural Land Mitigation Bank is not a valid form of  mitigation for farmland conversion 
impacts. Since then, two other California appellate courts have issued conflicting rulings on whether 
preservation of  offsite farmland mitigates conversion of  farmland on a project site to non-agricultural uses. 
The three rulings are unpublished and are not legal precedents, but do include arguments that might be used 
in future legislation or court opinions on this topic. One of  the rulings, County of  Santa Cruz v. City of  San Jose 
(2003; WL No. 1566913) by the Sixth District Appellate Court, found that preservation of  offsite farmland 
does not mitigate conversion of  farmland by a project because it does not create new farmland or offset the 
loss of  farmland due to the project. The other ruling, South County Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of  Elk 
Grove (2004; WL No. 219789) by the Third District Court, disagreed with the earlier two rulings. The last 
ruling stated that conservation fees can mitigate for the loss of  agricultural lands by diminishing development 
pressures due to the conversion of  farmland and reducing the domino effect created by projects. The 
question of  whether offsite preservation of  farmland mitigates conversion of  farmland to non-agricultural 
uses has yet to be settled by the courts or the legislature. 

As most of  Los Angeles County outside the Project Area is 1) urbanized, 2) mountainous terrain unsuitable 
for intensive commercial agriculture, or 3) land with other constraints that make commercial agriculture 
infeasible (such as lack of  water supply or lack of  soil suitability), use of  such mitigation would require 
acquisition of  land outside of  Los Angeles County. Therefore, mitigation banks and similar programs 
designed to offset the loss of  agricultural land are considered infeasible. 

Impact 5.2-5 

See explanation for Impact 5.2-1, above. No feasible mitigation measures beyond the goals and policies 
already incorporated into the Proposed Project are feasible to reduce impacts to farmland that would result 
from implementation of  the Proposed Project. 
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5.2.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.2-1 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would convert mapped important farmland in the Project Area to non-
agricultural uses. No mitigation measures are available that would reduce the impacts of  the conversion of  
mapped important farmland to less than significant. Efforts to preserve offsite farmland through agricultural 
or conservation easements, or mitigation banks, do not offset or decrease the reduction in total mapped 
important farmland due to the implementation of  a project. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact 5.2-5 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would indirectly result in the conversion of  mapped important farmland to non-
agricultural uses in the Project Area. Although goals and policies have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project to protect farming operations from urbanization, these goals and policies cannot ensure that additional 
conversion of  farmland will not occur. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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5.3 AIR QUALITY 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation 
of  the proposed Antelope Valley Area Plan (Proposed Project) to impact or be impacted by air quality. The 
analysis in this section is based on buildout of  the Proposed Project, as modeled using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2, and trip generation and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) provided by Fehr & Peers (see Appendix F to this DEIR). Criteria air pollutant emissions modeling 
for the Proposed Project is included in Appendix F of  this DEIR.  

5.3.1 Environmental Setting 
5.3.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) have been adopted at state and federal levels for criteria air pollutants. 
In addition, both the State and federal government regulate the release of  toxic air contaminants (TACs). The 
Proposed Project spans two air basins and air districts as shown in Figure 5.3-1, Air Districts and Air Basins 
Within the Antelope Valley Area Plan. The northern portions of  the Project Area are within the Mojave Desert 
Air Basin (MDAB). The southern portion of  the Project Area which consists of  the Angeles National Forest 
is within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). Depending on which air basin a site lies within, land use is 
subject to the rules and regulations imposed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD), as well as the California 
AAQS adopted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and National AAQS adopted by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Federal, State, regional, and local laws, regulations, plans, or 
guidelines that are potentially applicable to the Proposed Project are summarized below. 

Federal and State Laws 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) was passed in 1963 by the U.S. Congress and has been amended several times. The 
1970 Clean Air Act amendments strengthened previous legislation and laid the foundation for the regulatory 
scheme of  the 1970s and 1980s. In 1977, Congress again added several provisions, including nonattainment 
requirements for areas not meeting National AAQS and the Prevention of  Significant Deterioration program. 
The 1990 amendments represent the latest in a series of  federal efforts to regulate the protection of  air 
quality in the United States. The CAA allows states to adopt more stringent standards or to include other 
pollution species. The California Clean Air Act, signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of  the State to 
achieve and maintain the California AAQS by the earliest practical date. The California AAQS tends to be 
more restrictive than the National AAQS. 

The National and California AAQS are the levels of  air quality considered to provide a margin of  safety in 
the protection of  the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect “sensitive receptors” most 
susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people already 
weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can 
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tolerate occasional exposure to air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum standards 
before adverse effects are observed. 

Both California and the federal government have established health-based AAQS for seven air pollutants, 
which are shown in Table 5.3-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants. These pollutants are ozone 
(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse inhalable particulate matter 
(PM10), fine inhalable particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead (Pb). In addition, the state has set standards for 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. These standards are designed to 
protect the health and welfare of  the populace with a reasonable margin of  safety. 

Table 5.3-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
California 
Standard 

Federal Primary 
Standard Major Pollutant Sources 

Ozone (O3) 1 hour 0.09 ppm * 
Motor vehicles, paints, coatings, and solvents. 

8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Internal combustion engines, primarily gasoline-powered 
motor vehicles. 8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual Average 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm Motor vehicles, petroleum-refining operations, industrial 
sources, aircraft, ships, and railroads. 1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 

Sulfur  
Dioxide (SO2) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean * *1 

Fuel combustion, chemical plants, sulfur recovery plants, 
and metal processing. 1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm 

24 hours 0.04 ppm *1 

Respirable  
Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 20 µg/m3 * Dust and fume-producing construction, industrial, and 

agricultural operations, combustion, atmospheric 
photochemical reactions, and natural activities (e.g. wind-
raised dust and ocean sprays). 24 hours 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 

Respirable  
Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5 ) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 Dust and fume-producing construction, industrial, and 

agricultural operations, combustion, atmospheric 
photochemical reactions, and natural activities (e.g. wind-
raised dust and ocean sprays). 24 hours * 35 µg/m3 

Lead (Pb) 30-Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 * 

Present source: lead smelters, battery manufacturing & 
recycling facilities. Past source: combustion of leaded 
gasoline. 

Calendar 
Quarterly * 1.5 µg/m3 

Rolling 3-Month 
Average * 0.15 µg/m3 

Sulfates (SO4) 24 hours 25 µg/m3 * Industrial processes. 
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Table 5.3-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
California 
Standard 

Federal Primary 
Standard Major Pollutant Sources 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 

8 hours 
ExCo =0.23/km 

visibility of 
10≥ miles 

No Federal 
Standard 

Visibility-reducing particles consist of suspended particulate 
matter, which is a complex mixture of tiny particles that 
consists of dry solid fragments, solid cores with liquid 
coatings, and small droplets of liquid. These particles vary 
greatly in shape, size, and chemical composition, and can 
be made up of many different materials such as metals, 
soot, soil, dust, and salt. 

Hydrogen Sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm No Federal 
Standard 

Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is a colorless gas with the odor of 
rotten eggs. It is formed during bacterial decomposition of 
sulfur-containing organic substances. Also, it can be present 
in sewer gas and some natural gas, and can be emitted as 
the result of geothermal energy exploitation. 

Vinyl Chloride 

24 hour 0.01 ppm No Federal 
Standard 

Vinyl chloride (chloroethene), a chlorinated hydrocarbon, is 
a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor. Most vinyl chloride 
is used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic and vinyl 
products. Vinyl chloride has been detected near landfills, 
sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites, due to microbial 
breakdown of chlorinated solvents. 

Source: CARB 2013a. 
Notes: ppm: parts per million; µg/m3: micrograms per cubic meter 
* Standard has not been established for this pollutant/duration by this entity. 
1 On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. 

 

Air Pollutants of Concern 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

The pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and mobile sources are regulated by federal and state 
law. Air pollutants are categorized as primary and/or secondary pollutants. Primary air pollutants are emitted 
directly from sources. Carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse inhalable particulate matter (PM10), fine inhalable particulate matter (PM2.5), and 
lead (Pb) are primary air pollutants. Of  these, CO, SO2, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are “criteria air pollutants,” 
which means that AAQS have been established for them. VOC and NOx are criteria pollutant precursors that 
form secondary criteria air pollutants through chemical and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. 
Ozone (O3) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) are the principal secondary pollutants. 

A description of  each of  the primary and secondary criteria air pollutants and their known health effects is 
presented below. 

 Carbon Monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas produced by incomplete combustion of  carbon 
substances, such as gasoline or diesel fuel. CO is a primary criteria air pollutant. CO concentrations tend 
to be the highest during winter mornings with little to no wind, when surface-based inversions trap the 
pollutant at ground levels. The highest ambient CO concentrations are generally found near traffic-
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congested corridors and intersections. The primary adverse health effect associated with CO is 
interference with normal oxygen transfer to the blood, which may result in tissue oxygen deprivation 
(SCAQMD 2005; EPA 2012). Both the SoCAB and the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB are 
designated under the California and National AAQS as being in attainment of  CO criteria levels (CARB 
2014a). 

 Volatile Organic Compounds are comprised primarily of  hydrogen and carbon atoms. Internal 
combustion associated with motor vehicle usage is the major source of  VOCs. Other sources of  VOCs 
include evaporative emissions associated with paints and solvents, asphalt paving, and household 
consumer products such as aerosols (SCAQMD 2005). There are no ambient air quality standards 
established for VOCs. However, because they contribute to the formation of  O3, SCAQMD and 
AVAQMD have established a significance threshold for this pollutant. 

 Nitrogen Oxides are a by-product of  fuel combustion and contribute to the formation of  ground-level 
O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The two major forms of  NOx are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). 
NO is a colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion takes 
place under high temperature and/or high pressure. The principal form of  NO2 produced by combustion 
is NO, but NO reacts quickly with oxygen to form NO2, creating the mixture of  NO and NO2 
commonly called NOx. NO2 is an acute irritant and more injurious than NO in equal concentrations. At 
atmospheric concentrations, however, NO2 is only potentially irritating. NO2 absorbs blue light; the result 
is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. NO2 exposure concentrations near 
roadways are of  particular concern for susceptible individuals, including asthmatics, children, and the 
elderly. Current scientific evidence links short-term NO2 exposures, ranging from 30 minutes to 24 hours, 
with adverse respiratory effects, including airway inflammation in healthy people and increased 
respiratory symptoms in people with asthma. Also, studies show a connection between elevated short-
term NO2 concentrations and increased visits to emergency departments and hospital admissions for 
respiratory issues, especially asthma (SCAQMD 2005, EPA 2012). Both the SoCAB and the Antelope 
Valley portion of  the MDAB are designated as an attainment area for NO2 under the California and 
National AAQS (CARB 2014a). 
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 Sulfur Dioxide a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed by the combustion of  sulfurous fossil fuels. It 
enters the atmosphere as a result of  burning high-sulfur-content fuel oils and coal and chemical processes 
at plants and refineries. Gasoline and natural gas have very low sulfur content and do not release 
significant quantities of  SO2. When sulfur dioxide forms sulfates (SO4) in the atmosphere, together these 
pollutants are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOx). Thus, SO2 is both a primary and secondary criteria air 
pollutant. At sufficiently high concentrations, SO2 may irritate the upper respiratory tract. Current 
scientific evidence links short-term exposures to SO2, ranging from 5 minutes to 24 hours, with an array 
of  adverse respiratory effects, including bronchoconstriction and increased asthma symptoms. These 
effects are particularly adverse for asthmatics at elevated ventilation rates (e.g., while exercising or 
playing.) At lower concentrations and when combined with particulates, SO2 may do greater harm by 
injuring lung tissue. Studies also show a connection between short-term exposure and increased visits to 
emergency facilities and hospital admissions for respiratory illnesses, particularly in at-risk populations 
such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics (SCAQMD 2005; EPA 2012). The SoCAB portion of  the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan is designated attainment under the California and National AAQS (CARB 
2014a). The MDAB portion is designated attainment and unclassified under the California and National 
AAQS, respectively (CARB 2014a). 

 Suspended Particulate Matter consists of  finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, 
fumes, and mists. Two forms of  fine particulates are now recognized and regulated. Inhalable coarse 
particles, or PM10, include particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of  10 microns or less (i.e., 
≤10 millionths of  a meter or 0.0004 inch). Inhalable fine particles, or PM2.5, have an aerodynamic 
diameter of  2.5 microns or less (i.e., ≤2.5 millionths of  a meter or 0.0001 inch). Particulate discharge into 
the atmosphere results primarily from industrial, agricultural, construction, and transportation activities. 
Both PM10 and PM2.5 may adversely affect the human respiratory system, especially in people who are 
naturally sensitive or susceptible to breathing problems. The EPA’s scientific review concluded that PM2.5, 
which penetrates deeply into the lungs, is more likely than PM10 to contribute to health effects and at far 
lower concentrations. These health effects include premature death in people with heart or lung disease, 
nonfatal heart attacks, irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased 
respiratory symptoms (e.g., irritation of  the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing) (SCAQMD 2005). 
There has been emerging evidence that even smaller particulates with an aerodynamic diameter of  
<0.1 microns or less (i.e., ≤0.1 millionths of  a meter or <0.000004 inch), known as ultrafine particulates 
(UFPs), have human health implications because UFPs toxic components may initiate or facilitate 
biological processes that may lead to adverse effects to the heart, lung, and other organs (SCAQMD 
2013). However, the EPA or CARB have yet to adopt AAQS to regulate the even smaller fractions of  
PM. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is classified by CARB as a carcinogen. Particulate matter can also 
cause environmental effects such as visibility impairment,1 environmental damage,2 and aesthetic 

                                                      
1 PM2.5 is the main cause of reduced visibility (haze) in parts of the United States. 
2 Particulate matter can be carried over long distances by wind and then settle on ground or water, making lakes and streams acidic; 
changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters and large river basins; depleting the nutrients in soil; damaging sensitive forests and 
farm crops; and affecting the diversity of ecosystems. 
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damage3 (SCAQMD 2005; EPA 2012). The SoCAB is a nonattainment area for PM2.5 under California 
and National AAQS and a nonattainment area for PM10 under the California AAQS (CARB 2014a).4 The 
Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is identified as unclassified/attainment for PM2.5 under California 
and National AAQS, attainment for PM10 under the National AAQS, and a nonattainment area for PM10 
under the California AAQS (CARB 2014a).5 

 Ozone is commonly referred to as “smog” and is a gas that is formed when VOCs and NOx, both by-
products of  internal combustion engine exhaust, undergo photochemical reactions in sunlight. O3 is a 
secondary criteria air pollutant. O3 concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when 
direct sunlight, light winds, and warm temperatures create favorable conditions for its formation. O3 
poses a health threat to those who already suffer from respiratory diseases as well as to healthy people. 
Breathing O3 can trigger a variety of  health problems, including chest pain, coughing, throat irritation, 
and congestion. It can worsen bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma. Ground-level O3 also can reduce lung 
function and inflame the linings of  the lungs. Repeated exposure may permanently scar lung tissue. O3 
also affects sensitive vegetation and ecosystems, including forests, parks, wildlife refuges, and wilderness 
areas. In particular, O3 harms sensitive vegetation, including forest trees and plants during the growing 
season (SCAQMD 2005; EPA 2012). The SoCAB is designated extreme nonattainment under the 
California AAQS (1-hour and 8-hour) and National AAQS (8-hour) (CARB 2014a). The Antelope Valley 
portion of  the MDAB is designated extreme nonattainment under the California AAQS (1-hour and 
8-hour) and serious-17 nonattainment under the National AAQS (8-hour) (CARB 2014a). 

 Lead is a metal found naturally in the environment as well as in manufactured products. Once taken into 
the body, lead distributes throughout the body in the blood and accumulates in the bones. Depending on 
the level of  exposure, lead can adversely affect the nervous system, kidney function, immune system, 
reproductive and developmental systems, and the cardiovascular system. Lead exposure also affects the 
oxygen-carrying capacity of  the blood. The effects of  lead most commonly encountered in current 
populations are neurological effects in children and cardiovascular effects in adults (e.g., high blood 
pressure and heart disease). Infants and young children are especially sensitive to even low levels of  lead, 
which may contribute to behavioral problems, learning deficits, and lowered IQ (SCAMQD 2005; EPA 
2012). The major sources of  lead emissions have historically been mobile and industrial sources. As a 
result of  the EPA’s regulatory efforts to remove lead from gasoline, emissions of  lead from the 
transportation sector dramatically declined by 95 percent between 1980 and 1999, and levels of  lead in 
the air decreased by 94 percent between 1980 and 1999. Today, the highest levels of  lead in air are usually 
found near lead smelters. The major sources of  lead emissions today are ore and metals processing and 

                                                      
3 Particulate matter can stain and damage stone and other materials, including culturally important objects such as statues and 
monuments. 
4 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 
under the National AAQS on March 25, 2010, because the SoCAB did not violate federal 24-hour PM10 standards from 2004 to 2007. 
In June 2013, the EPA approved the State of California’s request to redesignate the South Coast PM10 nonattainment area to 
attainment of the PM10 National AAQS, effective on July 26, 2013. 
5 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 
under the National AAQS on March 25, 2010, because the SoCAB did not violate federal 24-hour PM10 standards from 2004 to 2007. 
In June 2013, the EPA approved the State of California’s request to redesignate the South Coast PM10 nonattainment area to 
attainment of the PM10 National AAQS, effective on July 26, 2013. 
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piston-engine aircraft operating on leaded aviation gasoline. However, in 2008 the EPA and CARB 
adopted more strict lead standards, and special monitoring sites immediately downwind of  lead sources 
recorded very localized violations of  the new state and federal standards, all outside the Project Area.6 As 
a result of  these violations, the Los Angeles County portion of  the SoCAB is designated as 
nonattainment under the National AAQS for lead (SCAQMD 2012a; CARB 2014a). The Antelope Valley 
portion of  the MDAB is designated in attainment under the California and National AAQS for lead 
(CARB 2014a). Because emissions of  lead are found only in projects that are permitted by SCAQMD 
and AVAQMD, lead is not a pollutant of  concern for the Proposed Project. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Public exposure to TACs is a significant environmental health issue in California. In 1983, the California 
legislature enacted a program to identify the health effects of  TACs and to reduce exposure to these 
contaminants to protect the public health. The California Health and Safety Code defines a TAC as “an air 
pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a 
present or potential hazard to human health” (Title 17, CCR, Section 93000). A substance that is listed as a 
hazardous air pollutant pursuant to Section 112(b) of  the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S. Code 
Section 7412[b]) is a toxic air contaminant. Under state law, the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(Cal/EPA), acting through CARB, is authorized to identify a substance as a TAC if  it is an air pollutant that 
may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or may pose a present or potential 
hazard to human health. 

California regulates TACs primarily through AB 1807 (Tanner Air Toxics Act) and AB 2588 (Air Toxics “Hot 
Spot” Information and Assessment Act of  1987). The Tanner Air Toxics Act set up a formal procedure for 
CARB to designate substances as TACs. Once a TAC is identified, CARB adopts an “airborne toxics control 
measure” for sources that emit that TAC. If  there is a safe threshold for a substance (i.e., a point below which 
there is no toxic effect), the control measure must reduce exposure to below that threshold. If  there is no safe 
threshold, the measure must incorporate toxics best available control technology to minimize emissions. To 
date, CARB has established formal control measures for 11 TACs that are identified as having no safe 
threshold. 

Air toxics from stationary sources are also regulated in California under the Air Toxics “Hot Spot” 
Information and Assessment Act of  1987. Under AB 2588, TAC emissions from individual facilities are 
quantified and prioritized by the air quality management district or air pollution control district. High priority 
facilities are required to perform an HRA, and if  specific thresholds are exceeded, are required to 
communicate the results to the public through notices and public meetings. 

By the last update to the TAC list in December 1999, CARB had designated 244 compounds as TACs (CARB 
1999). Additionally, CARB has implemented control measures for a number of  compounds that pose high 
risks and show potential for effective control. The majority of  the estimated health risks from TACs can be 
                                                      
6 Source-oriented monitors record concentrations of lead at lead-related industrial facilities in the SoCAB, which include Exide 
Technologies in the City of Commerce; Quemetco, Inc., in the City of Industry; Trojan Battery Company in Santa Fe Springs; and 
Exide Technologies in Vernon. Monitoring conducted between 2004 through 2007 showed that the Trojan Battery Company and 
Exide Technologies exceed the federal standards (SCAQMD 2012a). 
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attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-fueled 
engines. 

In 1998, CARB identified DPM as a TAC. Previously, the individual chemical compounds in diesel exhaust 
were considered TACs. Almost all diesel exhaust particles are 10 microns or less in diameter. Because of  their 
extremely small size, these particles can be inhaled and eventually trapped in the bronchial and alveolar 
regions of  the lungs. 

SoCAB Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III 

In 2000, SCAQMD conducted a study on ambient concentrations of  TACs and estimated the potential health 
risks from air toxics. The results showed that the overall risk for excess cancer from a lifetime exposure to 
ambient levels of  air toxics was about 1,400 in a million. The largest contributor to this risk was diesel 
exhaust, accounting for 71 percent of  the air toxics risk. In 2008, SCAQMD conducted its third update to its 
study on ambient concentrations of  TACs and estimated the potential health risks from air toxics. The results 
showed that the overall risk for excess cancer from a lifetime exposure to ambient levels of  air toxics was 
about 1,200 in one million. The largest contributor to this risk was diesel exhaust, accounting for 
approximately 84 percent of  the air toxics risk in the SoCAB (SCAQMD 2008a). 

5.3.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS  

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for assuring that the National and California AAQS are attained and 
maintained in the SoCAB. 

Air Quality Management Planning 

SCAQMD is responsible for preparing the air quality management plan (AQMP) for the SoCAB in 
coordination with the Southern California Association of  Governments (SCAG). Since 1979, a number of  
AQMPs have been prepared. 

2012 AQMP 

On December 7, 2012, SCAQMD adopted the 2012 AQMP, which employs the most up-to-date science and 
analytical tools and incorporates a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling pollution from all sources, 
including stationary sources, on- and off-road mobile sources, and area sources. It also addresses several state 
and federal planning requirements, incorporating new scientific information, primarily in the form of  updated 
emissions inventories, ambient measurements, and new meteorological air quality models. The 2012 AQMP 
builds upon the approach identified in the 2007 AQMP for attainment of  federal PM and ozone standards 
and highlights the significant amount of  reductions needed. It also highlights the urgent need to engage in 
interagency coordinated planning to identify additional strategies, especially in the area of  mobile sources, to 
meet all federal criteria air pollutant standards within the time frames allowed under the CAA. The 2012 
AQMP demonstrates attainment of  federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 and the federal 8-hour ozone 
standard by 2023. It includes an update to the revised EPA 8-hour ozone control plan with new 
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commitments for short-term NOX and VOC reductions. The plan also identifies emerging issues—ultrafine 
(PM1.0) particulate matter and near-roadway exposure and an analysis of  energy supply and demand. 

Lead State Implementation Plan 

In 2008, the EPA designated the Los Angeles County portion of  the SoCAB as a nonattainment area under 
the federal lead classification due to the addition of  source-specific monitoring under the new federal 
regulation. This designation was based on two source-specific monitors in the City of  Vernon and in the City 
of  Industry exceeding the new standard in the 2007 to 2009 period. The remainder of  the SoCAB, outside 
the Los Angeles County nonattainment area, remains in attainment of  the new standard. On May 24, 2012, 
CARB approved the State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision for the federal lead standard, which the EPA 
revised in 2008. Lead concentrations in this nonattainment area have been below the level of  the federal 
standard since December 2011. The SIP revision was submitted to the EPA for approval. 

SoCAB Nonattainment Areas 

The AQMP provides the framework for air quality basins to achieve attainment of  the state and federal 
ambient air quality standards through the SIP. Areas are classified as attainment or nonattainment areas for 
particular pollutants, depending on whether they meet the ambient air quality standards. Severity 
classifications for ozone nonattainment range in magnitude from marginal, moderate, and serious to severe 
and extreme. 

Transportation conformity for nonattainment and maintenance areas is required under the federal CAA to 
ensure federally supported highway and transit projects conform to the SIP. The EPA approved California’s 
SIP revisions for attainment of  the 1997 8-hour O3 National AAQS for the SoCAB in March 2012. Findings 
for the new 8-hour O3 emissions budgets for the SoCAB and consistency with the recently adopted SCAG 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) were submitted to the 
EPA for approval. 

The attainment status for the SoCAB is shown in Table 5.3-2, Attainment Status of  Criteria Pollutants in the South 
Coast Air Basin. The SoCAB is designated in attainment of  the California AAQS for sulfates. It will have to 
meet the new federal 8-hour O3 standard by 2023 and the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standards by 2014 (with the 
possibility of  up to a five-year extension to 2019, if  needed). The SoCAB is designated a nonattainment area 
for lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS.  

Table 5.3-2 Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin 
Pollutant State Federal 

Ozone – 1-hour Extreme Nonattainment No Federal Standard 

Ozone – 8-hour Extreme Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment 
PM10 Serious Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance 

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 
CO Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance 

SO2 Attainment Attainment 
Lead Attainment Nonattainment (Los Angeles County only )1 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AIR QUALITY 

Page 5.3-12 PlaceWorks 

Table 5.3-2 Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin 
Pollutant State Federal 

All others Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 
Source: CARB 2014a. 
1 In 2010, the Los Angeles portion of the SoCAB was designated nonattainment for lead under the new National AAQS as a result of large industrial emitters. 

Remaining areas within the SoCAB are unclassified. 

South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) 

Part of  the Project Area is in the SoCAB, which includes all of  Orange County and the non-desert portions 
of  Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. With the exception of  the area surrounding State 
Route 14 (SR-14) south of  Palmdale, the majority of  the Project Area within the SoCAB is in the 
mountainous areas and is largely undeveloped. The SoCAB is in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys 
and low hills and is bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest, with high mountains forming the 
remainder of  the perimeter. The general region lies in the semipermanent high-pressure zone of  the eastern 
Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. This usually mild weather pattern is 
interrupted infrequently by periods of  extremely hot weather, winter storms, and Santa Ana winds 
(SCAQMD 2005). 

Temperature and Precipitation 

The annual average temperature varies little throughout the SoCAB, ranging from the low to middle 60s, 
measured in degrees Fahrenheit (°F). With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal areas show less 
variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas. 

Humidity 

Although the SoCAB has a semi-arid climate, the air near the earth’s surface is typically moist because of  the 
presence of  a shallow marine layer. This “ocean effect” is dominant except for infrequent periods when dry, 
continental air is brought into the SoCAB by offshore winds. Periods of  heavy fog, especially along the coast, 
are frequent. Low clouds, often referred to as high fog, are a characteristic climatic feature. Annual average 
humidity is 70 percent at the coast and 57 percent in the eastern portions of  the SoCAB (SCAQMD 2005). 

Wind 

Wind patterns across the southern coastal region are characterized by westerly or southwesterly onshore 
winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Wind speed is somewhat greater during 
the dry summer months than during the rainy winter season. 

Between periods of  wind, periods of  air stagnation may occur in the morning and evening hours. Air 
stagnation is one of  the critical determinants of  air quality conditions on any given day. During the winter 
and fall months, surface high-pressure systems over the SoCAB, combined with other meteorological 
conditions, can result in very strong, downslope Santa Ana winds. These winds normally continue a few days 
before predominant meteorological conditions are reestablished. 
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The mountain ranges to the east inhibit the eastward transport and diffusion of  pollutants. Air quality in the 
SoCAB generally ranges from fair to poor and is similar to air quality in most of  coastal Southern California. 
The entire region experiences heavy concentrations of  air pollutants during prolonged periods of  stable 
atmospheric conditions (SCAQMD 2005). 

Inversions 

In conjunction with the two characteristic wind patterns that affect the rate and orientation of  horizontal 
pollutant transport, two distinct types of  temperature inversions control the vertical depth through which 
pollutants are mixed. These inversions are the marine/subsidence inversion and the radiation inversion. The 
height of  the base of  the inversion at any given time is known as the “mixing height.” The combination of  
winds and inversions are critical determinants in leading to the highly degraded air quality in summer and the 
generally good air quality in the winter in the Project Area (SCAQMD 2005). 

Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 

The desert portion of  Los Angeles County broke away from SCAQMD and established a new air district as 
of  July 1, 1997. The Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is bounded by Kern County to the north, San 
Bernardino County to the east, and has a jagged southwest boundary that runs roughly from the Gorman 
area in the northwest to the San Bernardino County line in the Angeles Forest in the southeast (see 
Figure◦5.3-1). The AVAQMD portion of  the MDAB covers approximately 1,300 square miles and includes 
the cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale. AVAQMD is the agency responsible for assuring that the National and 
California AAQS are attained and maintained in the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 

Air Quality Management Planning 

AVAQMD is responsible for preparing an AQMP to attain the federal ozone standard for the western 
(Antelope Valley) portion of  the MDAB. 

Ozone Attainment Plan 

The AVAQMD’s most recent O3 attainment plan is the AVAQMD Federal 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan, 
Western Mojave Desert Non-Attainment Area, which was adopted on May 20, 2008. The Antelope Valley portion 
of  the MDAB is downwind of  the SoCAB, and to a lesser extent, downwind of  the San Joaquin Valley. 
Prevailing winds transport ozone and ozone precursors from both regions into and through the Antelope 
Valley portion of  the MDAB during the summer ozone season. Local Antelope Valley emissions contribute 
to exceedances of  both the National AAQS and California AAQS for ozone, but the Antelope Valley portion 
of  the MDAB would be in attainment of  both standards without the influence of  this transported air 
pollution from upwind regions. The 2008 Ozone Attainment Plan provides for the implementation, 
maintenance, and enforcement of  the National AAQS, enforceable emission limitations, a monitoring 
program, a permit program (including a new source review program), contingency measures, and air quality 
modeling. The 2008 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates that the AVAQMD will be in attainment of  the 
8-hour National AAQS by 2021 (AVAQMD 2008). 
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Antelope Valley Portion of the MDAB Nonattainment Areas 

The attainment status for the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is shown in Table 5.3-3, Attainment 
Status of  Criteria Pollutants in the Antelope Valley Portion of  the Mojave Desert Air Basin. The Antelope Valley 
portion of  the MDAB is designated nonattainment of  the National and California AAQS for ozone and 
PM2.5. 

Table 5.3-3 Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the Antelope Valley Portion of the Mojave 
Desert Air Basin 

Pollutant State Federal 
Ozone – 1-hour Severe-17 Nonattainment No Federal Standard 

Ozone – 8-hour Severe-17 Nonattainment Severe-17 Nonattainment 
PM10 Attainment Attainment/Unclassified 

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 
CO Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance 

SO2 Attainment Attainment 
Lead Attainment Attainment 
All others Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 
Source: CARB 2014a. 

 

Mojave Desert Air Basin 

The MDAB is an assemblage of  mountain ranges interspersed with long broad valleys that often contain dry 
lakes. Many of  the lower mountains that dot the vast terrain rise from 1,000 to 4,000 feet above the valley 
floor (AVAQMD 2011). Elevations in the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB range from 2,300 to over 
8,000 feet (AVAQMD 2008). Prevailing winds in the MDAB are out of  the west and southwest. These 
prevailing winds are due to the proximity of  the MDAB to coastal and central regions and the blocking nature 
of  the Sierra Nevada mountains to the north; air masses pushed onshore in Southern California by 
differential heating are channeled through the MDAB. The MDAB is separated from the Southern California 
coastal and central California valley regions by mountains (highest elevation approximately 10,000 feet) whose 
passes form the main channels for these air masses. The Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is bordered 
in the northwest by the Tehachapi Mountains, which are separated from the Sierra Nevada in the north by the 
Tehachapi Pass (3,800 feet elevation). The Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is bordered to the south by 
the San Gabriel Mountains, which are bisected by Soledad Canyon (3,300 feet) (AVAQMD 2011). 

Temperature and Precipitation 

During the summer the MDAB is generally influenced by a Pacific subtropical high cell that sits off  the coast, 
inhibiting cloud formation and encouraging daytime solar heating. The MDAB is rarely influenced by cold air 
masses moving south from Canada and Alaska, as these frontal systems are weak and diffuse by the time they 
reach the desert. Most desert moisture arrives from infrequent warm, moist, and unstable air masses from the 
south. The MDAB averages between three and seven inches of  precipitation per year (from 16 to 30 days 
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with at least 0.01 inches of  precipitation). The MDAB is classified a dry-hot desert climate, with portions 
classified as dry-very-hot desert, that is, at least three months have maximum average temperatures over 
100.4°F (AVAQMD 2011). Most of  the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB is classified high desert, 
although small portions extend into the San Gabriel Mountains. Annual precipitation averages 7 inches in the 
desert portions of  the Antelope Valley to over 20 inches in the mountain areas. In the City of  Lancaster, 
summer daily maximum temperatures average 96°F, and winter daily maximum temperatures average 57°F 
(AVAQMD 2008). 

Existing Ambient Air Quality 

Existing levels of  ambient air quality and historical trends and projections in the Proposed Area Plan are best 
documented by measurements collected at the Lancaster – 43301 Division Street Monitoring Station. 
However, this station does not monitor for SO2. Data from this station is summarized in Table 5.3-4, Ambient 
Air Quality Monitoring Summary. The data show that the Project Area regularly exceeds the state one-hour and 
the state and federal eight-hour O3 standards. Additionally, the Project Area has exceeded the federal PM2.5 
standard once in the last five years and occasionally exceeds the state and federal PM10 standards.  

Table 5.3-4 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Summary 

Pollutant/Standard 

Number of Days Threshold Were Exceeded and 
Maximum Levels during Such Violations1 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Ozone (O3) 
State 1-Hour ≥ 0.09 ppm 
State 8-hour ≥ 0.07 ppm 
Federal 8-Hour > 0.075 ppm 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 

22 
70 
44 

0.122 
0.102 

11 
78 
45 

0.107 
0.096 

19 
76 
53 

0.115 
0.100 

13 
72 
39 

0.112 
0.095 

8 
53 
34 

0.108 
0.094 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
State 8-Hour > 9.0 ppm 
Federal 8-Hour ≥ 9.0 ppm 
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 

0 
0 

1.00 

0 
0 

1.23 

0 
0 

1.33 

0 
0 

1.00 

* 
* 
* 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
State 1-Hour ≥ 0.18 ppm 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 

0 
0.065 

0 
0.056 

0 
0.058 

0 
0.049 

0 
0.0477 

Coarse Particulates (PM10) 
State 24-Hour > 50 µg/m3 
Federal 24-Hour > 150 µg/m3 
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (µg/m3) 

1 
1 

199.0 

1 
0 

43.6 

0 
0 

81.9 

0 
0 

47.0 

2 
1 

185.4 
Fine Particulates (PM2.5) 
Federal 24-Hour > 35 µg/m3 

Max. 24-Hour Conc. (µg/m3) 
0 

20.0 
0 

15.0 
1 

50.0 
0 

14.0 
0 

11.9 
Source: CARB 2014b. 
ppm: parts per million; µg/m3: or micrograms per cubic meter. 
1 Data obtained from the Lancaster – 43301 Division Street Monitoring Station. 
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Existing Emissions 

Table 5.3-5, Existing Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory, identifies the existing 
criteria air pollutant emissions inventory of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan. The majority of  emissions are 
generated within the developed portions of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan, which are primarily located within 
the MDAB (see Figure 5.3-1). The inventory is calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2 and is based on existing land uses within the Project Area. These uses 
currently generate criteria air pollutants from natural gas use for energy, heating and cooking, vehicle trips 
associated with each land use, and area sources such as landscaping equipment and consumer cleaning 
products. 

Table 5.3-5 Existing Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory 

Sector 

Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions  
(pounds per day)1 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Energy 40,697 539 48,780 18 6,564 6,564 
Area 28 242 123 2 19 19 
Transportation 1,709 2,584 30,793 44 3,500 947 
Existing Land Uses Total  42,434 3,366 79,696 64 10,083 7,530 

Sector 

Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 
(tons per year)1 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Energy 2,063 23 2,105 1 270 270 
Area 5 44 22 0 4 4 
Transportation 282 495 4,909 7 625 169 
Existing Land Uses Total  2,351 563 7,037 8 898 443 
Source: Values may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Daily emissions are based on the highest summer or winter emissions output.  
1 CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2. Based on 2014 emission rates. 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of  population 
groups or activities involved. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the 
chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases. 

Residential areas are also considered sensitive receptors to air pollution because residents (including children 
and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of  time, resulting in sustained exposure to any 
pollutants present. Other sensitive receptors include retirement facilities, hospitals, and schools. Recreational 
land uses are considered moderately sensitive to air pollution. Although exposure periods are generally short, 
exercise places a high demand on respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air pollution. In addition, 
noticeable air pollution can detract from the enjoyment of  recreation. Industrial, commercial, retail, and 
office areas are considered the least sensitive to air pollution. Exposure periods are relatively short and 
intermittent, because the majority of  the workers tend to stay indoors most of  the time. In addition, the 
working population is generally the healthiest segment of  the public. 
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5.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

AQ-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of  the applicable air quality plan. 

AQ-2 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

AQ-3 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of  any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). 

AQ-4 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

AQ-5 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of  people. 

5.3.2.1 AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT THRESHOLDS 

The analysis of  the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts follows the guidance and methodologies 
recommended in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the significance thresholds on SCAQMD’s 
website,7 and AVAQMD’s CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines (2011). CEQA allows the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district to be used to 
assess impacts of  a project on air quality. SCAQMD and AVAQMD have established regional thresholds of  
significance. In addition to the regional thresholds, projects are also subject to the AAQS. 

SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 

SCAQMD has adopted regional construction and operational emissions thresholds to determine a project’s 
cumulative impact on air quality in the SoCAB. Table 5.3-6, SCAQMD Significance Thresholds, lists SCAQMD’s 
regional significance thresholds. There is growing evidence that while ultrafine particulates (UFPs) contribute 
a very small portion of  the overall atmospheric mass concentration they represent a greater proportion of  the 
health risk from PM. However, the EPA or CARB have yet to adopt AAQS to regulate UFPs, and therefore 
SCAQMD has not developed thresholds for UFPs at this time.  

Table 5.3-6 SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 
Air Pollutant Construction Phase Operational Phase 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs)/Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs) 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

                                                      
7 SCAQMD’s Air Quality Significance Thresholds are current as of March 2011 and can be found at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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Particulates (PM10) 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
Particulates (PM2.5) 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
Source: SCAQMD 2011a. 

 

AVAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 

AVAQMD has adopted regional emissions thresholds to determine a project’s cumulative impact on air 
quality in the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. Table 5.3-7, AVAQMD Annual Significance Thresholds, 
lists AVAQMD’s regional significance thresholds. AVAQMD also has daily thresholds for multi-phased 
projects with phases shorter than one year. These thresholds are not applicable to the Proposed Project, and 
they are not included in the table. 

Table 5.3-7 AVAQMD Annual Significance Thresholds 
Air Pollutant Annual1 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs)/ Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VOCs) 25 tons/year 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 tons/year 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 25 tons/year 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 25 tons/year 
Particulates (PM10) 15 tons/year 
Particulates (PM2.5) 15 tons/year 
Source: AVAQMD 2011. 
1 AVAQMD’s daily thresholds for multi-phases projects with phases shorter than one year are not applicable to the Proposed Project and not included in the table.  

 

CO Hotspots 

Areas of  vehicle congestion have the potential to create pockets of  CO called hotspots. These pockets have 
the potential to exceed the state one-hour standard of  20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard 
of  9 ppm. Because CO is produced in greatest quantities from vehicle combustion and does not readily 
disperse into the atmosphere, adherence to ambient air quality standards is typically demonstrated through an 
analysis of  localized CO concentrations. Hotspots are typically produced at intersections, where traffic 
congestion is highest because vehicles queue for longer periods and are subject to reduced speeds. Typically, 
for an intersection to exhibit a significant CO concentration, it would operate at level of  service (LOS) E or 
worse without improvements (Caltrans 1997). 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

Both the SCAQMD and AVAQMD identify localized significance thresholds. Emissions of  NO2, CO, PM10, 
and PM2.5 generated at a project site (offsite mobile-source emissions are not included in the LST analysis) 
could expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of  criteria air pollutants. Table 5.3-8, Localized 
Significance Thresholds, shows the localized significance thresholds. A project that generates emissions that 
trigger a violation of  the AAQS when added to the local background concentrations would generate a 
significant impact. 
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Table 5.3-8 Localized Significance Thresholds 
Air Pollutant (Relevant AAQS) Concentration 
1-Hour CO Standard (CAAQS) 20 ppm 
8-Hour CO Standard (CAAQS) 9.0 ppm 
1-Hour NO2 Standard (CAAQS) 0.18 ppm 
Annual NO2 Standard (CAAQS) 0.03 ppm 
24-Hour PM10 Standard (AVAQMD) 50 µg/m 
24-Hour PM2.5 Standard (AVAQMD) 35 µg/m 
24-Hour PM10 Standard – Construction (SCAQMD)1 10.4 µg/m3 
24-Hour PM2.5 Standard – Construction (SCAQMD)1 10.4 µg/m3 
24-Hour PM10 Standard – Operation (SCAQMD)1 2.5 µg/m3 
24-Hour PM2.5 Standard – Operation (SCAQMD)1 2.5 µg/m3 
Source: SCAQMD 2011a and CARB 2013a. 
ppm – parts per million; µg/m3 – micrograms per cubic meter 
1 Threshold is based on SCAQMD Rule 403. Since the SoCAB is in nonattainment for PM10 and PM2.5, the threshold is established as an allowable change in 

concentration. Therefore, background concentration is irrelevant.  

Health Risk Thresholds 

Whenever a project would require use of  chemical compounds that have been identified in SCAQMD 
Rule 1401, placed on CARB’s air toxics list pursuant to AB 1807, or placed on the EPA’s National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, a health risk assessment is required by the SCAQMD or AVAQMD. 
Table 5.3-9, Toxic Air Contaminants Incremental Risk Thresholds, lists the TAC incremental risk thresholds for 
operation of  a project. Residential, commercial, and office uses do not use substantial quantities of  TACs, so 
these thresholds are typically applied to new industrial projects. Although not officially adopted by SCAQMD, 
these thresholds are also commonly used to determine the air quality land use compatibility when major 
sources of  TACs are within 1,000 feet of  a proposed project. 

Table 5.3-9 Toxic Air Contaminants Incremental Risk Thresholds 
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million 
Hazard Index (project increment) ≥ 1.0  
Source: SCAQMD 2011a and AVAQMD 2011. 

In the AVAQMD, the following project types proposed for sites within the specified distance of  an existing 
or planned (zoned) sensitive receptor land use must be evaluated for potential health risk using significance 
threshold criteria identified in Table 5.3-9: 

 Any industrial project within 1,000 feet; 

 A distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A major transportation project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet; 

 A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet. 
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5.3.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
Land Use Element 

Goal LU 5: A land use pattern that decreases greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Policy LU 5.1: Reduce the total amount of  potential development requiring vehicle trips in the 
unincorporated Antelope Valley. 

 Policy LU 5.2: Encourage the continued development of  rural town centers that provide for the daily 
needs of  surrounding residents, reducing the number of  vehicle trips and providing local employment 
opportunities. 

 Policy LU 5.3: Preserve open space areas to provide large contiguous carbon sequestering basins. 

 Policy LU 5.4: Ensure that there is an appropriate balance of  residential uses and employment 
opportunities within close proximity of  each other. 

Mobility Element 

Goal M 1: Land use patterns that promote alternatives to automobile travel. 

 Policy M 1.1: Direct the majority of  unincorporated Antelope Valley’s growth to rural town center areas, 
rural town areas, and where appropriate, to economic opportunity areas, to minimize travel time and 
reduce the number of  vehicle trips. 

 Policy M 1.2: Encourage the continued development of  rural town center areas that provide for the daily 
needs of  local residents, reducing the number of  vehicle trips and providing local employment 
opportunities. 

 Policy M 1.3: Encourage new parks, recreation areas, and public facilities to locate to rural town center 
areas and rural town areas. 

 Policy M 1.4: Ensure that new developments have a balanced mix of  residential uses and employment 
opportunities as well as park, recreation areas, and public facilities within close proximity of  each other. 

 Policy M 1.5: Promote alternatives to automobile travel in rural town center areas and rural town areas 
by linking these areas through pedestrian walkways, trails, and bicycle routes. 

Goal M 2: Reduction of  vehicle trips and emissions through effective management of  travel demand, 
transportation systems, and parking. 

 Policy M 2.1: Encourage the reduction of  home-to-work trips through the promotion of  home-based 
businesses, live-work units, and telecommuting. 
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 Policy M 2.2: Encourage trip reduction through promotion of  carpools, vanpools, shuttles, and public 
transit. 

 Policy M 2.3: In evaluating new development proposals, require trip reduction measures to relieve 
congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions. 

 Policy M 2.4: Develop multi-modal transportation systems that offer alternatives to automobile travel by 
implementing the policies regarding regional transportation, local transit, bicycle routes, trails, and 
pedestrian access contained in this Mobility Element. 

 Policy M 2.5: As residential development occurs in communities, require transportation routes, including 
alternatives to automotive transit, to link to important local destination points such as shopping, services, 
employment, and recreation.  

Goal M 5: Long-haul truck traffic is separated from local traffic, reducing the impacts of  truck traffic on 
local streets and residential areas. 

 Policy M 5.4: Add rest stops along designated truck routes to provide stopping locations away from 
residential uses.  

 Policy M 5.5: Adopt regulations for truck parking on local streets to avoid impacts to residential areas. 

Goal M 6: A range of  transportation options to connect the Antelope Valley to other regions. 

 Policy M 6.4: Support increases in Metrolink commuter rail service, and support the expansion of  
commuter rail service on underutilized rail lines where appropriate. 

 Policy M 6.5: Support the development of  the California High Speed Rail System, with a station in 
Palmdale to provide links to Northern California and other portions of  Southern California, and 
encourage the participation of  private enterprise and capital. 

 Policy M 6.6: Support the development of  a high-speed rail system linking Palmdale to Victorville and 
Las Vegas, and encourage the participation of  private enterprise and capital. 

 Policy M 6.7: Establish a regional transportation hub in Palmdale with feeder transit service to the rural 
areas of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley. 

Goal M 7: Bus service is maintained and enhanced through the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy M 7.1: Maintain and increase funding to the Antelope Valley Transit Authority for bus service. 

 Policy M 7.2: Support increases in bus service to heavily traveled areas and public facilities, such as parks 
and libraries. 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
AIR QUALITY 

Page 5.3-22 PlaceWorks 

 Policy M 7.3: Support increases in bus service to rural communities, linking them to a regional 
transportation hub in Palmdale and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster and Palmdale. 

 Policy M 7.4: Improve access for all people, including seniors, youth, and the disabled, by maintaining 
off-peak service and equipping transit services for wheelchairs and bicycles. 

 Policy M 7.5: Encourage the use of  advanced technologies in the planning and operation of  the transit 
system. 

Goal M 8: Alternative transit options in areas not reached by bus service. 

 Policy M 8.1: Support the expansion of  dial-a-ride services to rural communities, linking them to a 
regional transportation hub in Palmdale and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster and 
Palmdale. 

 Policy M 8.2: Evaluate the feasibility of  alternative transit options, such as community shuttle services 
and privately operated transit, to increase accessibility. 

Goal M 9: A unified and well-maintained bicycle transportation system throughout the Antelope Valley with 
safe and convenient routes for commuting, recreation, and daily travel. 

 Policy M 9.1: Implement the adopted Bikeway Plan for the Antelope Valley in cooperation with the 
cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale. Ensure adequate funding on an ongoing basis. 

 Policy M 9.2: Along streets and highways in rural areas, add safe bicycle routes that link to public 
facilities, a regional transportation hub in Palmdale, and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster 
and Palmdale. 

 Policy M 9.3: Ensure that bikeways and bicycle routes connect communities and offer alternative travel 
modes within communities. 

 Policy M 9.4: Encourage provision of  bicycle racks and other equipment and facilities to support the use 
of  bicycles as an alternative means of  travel. 

Goal M 11: A continuous, integrated system of  safe and attractive pedestrian routes linking residents to rural 
town center areas, schools, services, transit, parks, and open space areas. 

 Policy M 11.1: Improve existing pedestrian routes and create new pedestrian routes, where appropriate 
and feasible. If  paving is deemed necessary, require permeable paving consistent with rural community 
character instead of  concrete sidewalks. 
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 Policy M 11.2: Within rural town center areas, require that highways and streets provide pleasant 
pedestrian environments and implement traffic calming methods to increase public safety for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and equestrian riders. 

 Policy M 11.3: Within rural town center areas, promote pedestrian-oriented scale and design features, 
including public plazas, directional signage, and community bulletin boards. 

 Policy M 11.4: Within rural town center areas, encourage parking to be located behind or beside 
structures, with primary building entries facing the street. Encourage also the provision of  direct and 
clearly delineated pedestrian walkways from transit stops and parking areas to building entries. 

 Policy M 11.5: Implement traffic calming methods in areas with high pedestrian usage, such as school 
zones. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal COS 9: Improved air quality in the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy COS 9.1: Implement land use patterns that reduce the number of  vehicle trips, reducing potential 
air pollution, as directed in the policies of  the Land Use Element. 

 Policy COS 9.2: Develop multi-modal transportation systems that offer alternatives to automobile travel 
to reduce the number of  vehicle trips, including regional transportation, local transit, bicycle routes, trails, 
and pedestrian networks, as directed in the policies of  the Mobility Element. 

 Policy COS 9.3: In evaluating new development proposals, consider requiring trip reduction measures to 
relieve congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions. 

 Policy COS 9.4: Promote recycling and composting through the Antelope Valley to reduce air quality 
impacts from waste disposal activities and landfill operations. 

 Policy COS 9.5: Encourage use of  alternative fuel vehicles throughout the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy COS 9.6: Educate Antelope Valley industries about new, less polluting equipment, and promote 
incentives for industries to use such equipment. 

 Policy COS 9.7: Encourage reforestation and the planting of  trees to sequester greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

 Policy COS 9.8: Coordinate with the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District and other local, 
regional, state, and federal agencies to develop and implement regional air quality policies and programs. 
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5.3.4 Environmental Impacts 
Methodology 

This air quality evaluation was prepared in accordance with the requirements of  CEQA to determine if  
significant air quality impacts are likely to occur in conjunction with future development that would be 
accommodated by the Proposed Project. Both the SCAQMD and the AVAQMD have published guidelines 
that are intended to provide local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating air quality impacts, 
which were used in this analysis. The analysis also makes use of  CalEEMod, Version 2013.2.2, for 
determination of  daily and annual operational emissions. 

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance for which the NOP disclosed potentially 
significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.3-1: The Proposed Project would generate less growth than the Adopted Area Plan; however, it 
would not be consistent with the SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s air quality management plans 
because buildout of the Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute to the 
nonattainment designations of the SoCAB and MDAB. [Threshold AQ-1] 

Impact Analysis: The following describes potential air quality impacts of  consistency with the SCAQMD 
and AVAQMD AQMPs from the implementation of  the Proposed Project. 

CEQA requires that general plans be evaluated for consistency with the air quality management plan(s). A 
consistency determination plays an important role in local agency project review by linking local planning and 
individual projects to the air quality management plan(s). It fulfills the CEQA goal of  informing decision 
makers of  the environmental efforts of  the project under consideration early enough to ensure that air quality 
concerns are fully addressed. It also provides the local agency with ongoing information as to whether they 
are contributing to clean air goals in the air quality management plan(s). Only new or amended general plan 
elements, specific plans, and major projects need to undergo a consistency review. This is because the air 
quality management plan strategy is based on projections from local general plans. There are two key 
indicators of  consistency:  

 Indicator 1: Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of  existing air 
quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of  the 
AAQS or interim emission reductions in the AQMP. 

 Indicator 2: Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. The AQMP strategy is, 
in part, based on projections from local general plans.  
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Indicator 1 

The SoCAB is designated nonattainment for O3 and PM2.58 under the California and National AAQS, for 
PM10 under the California AAQS, and for lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS. The 
MDAB is designated nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5 under the California and National AAQS. Because the 
Proposed Project involves long-term growth associated with buildout of  the Proposed Area Plan, cumulative 
emissions generated by construction and operation of  individual development projects would exceed the 
SCAQMD and AVAQMD regional thresholds (see Impact 5.2-2 and Impact 5.2-3). Consequently, emissions 
generated by development projects in addition to existing sources within the Project Area are considered to 
cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and MDAB. Buildout of  the 
Proposed Project would therefore contribute to an increase in frequency or severity of  air quality violations 
and delay attainment of  the AAQS or interim emission reductions in the AQMP, and emissions generated 
from buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in a significant air quality impact. Thus, the Proposed 
Project would not be consistent with the AQMPs under the first indicator.  

Indicator 2 

AVAQMD and SCAQMD consider a project consistent with the air quality management plan if  it is 
consistent with the existing land use plan. Zoning changes, specific plans, general plan amendments, and 
similar land use plan changes that do not increase dwelling unit density, vehicle trips, or vehicle miles traveled 
are deemed to not exceed this threshold (SCAQMD 1993; AVAQMD 2011). SCAG projections for the 
Project Area are partially based on the Adopted Area Plan within the 2012 RTP/SCS. The horizon year for 
the 2012 RTP/SCS is 2035. Table 5.3-10 compares the population, employment, and daily VMT generation 
of  the Proposed Project compared to the population, employment, and daily VMT generation of  the 
Adopted Area Plan, which is used for regional air quality management planning. As shown in Table 5.3-10, 
Comparison of  Population, Employment, and VMT Forecasts, buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in 
higher population and generate more employment for the Project Area than SCAG forecasts. 

Table 5.3-10 Comparison of Population, Employment, and VMT Forecasts 

Scenario Population Employment 
Service Population 

(SP) Daily VMT 
Adopted Area Plan 1,070,924 51,319 1,122,243 33,787,619 
Proposed Area Plan 405,410 134,351 539,761 17,065,721 
Net Change from Adopted Area Plan -665,514 83,032 -582,482 -16,721,898 
Percent Change from Adopted Area Plan -62% 162% -52% -49% 
Source: Fehr & Peers 2014. 

 

As shown in the table, the Proposed Project would result in overall less growth compared to the Adopted 
Area Plan. Thus, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the AQMPs under this indicator as it would 
not exceed the forecasts assumed in the plans.  
                                                      
8 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 under the National 
AAQS on March 25, 2010 because the SoCAB did not violated federal 24-hour PM10 standards during the period from 2004 to 2007. However, the 
EPA has not yet approved this request. 
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Summary 

As described above, the Proposed Project would result in less overall growth and VMT generated compared 
to the Adopted Area Plan. Thus, emissions associated with the Project Area would already be accounted for 
in the current regional emissions inventories for the SoCAB and MDAB. However, buildout of  the Proposed 
Project would exceed the SCAQMD and AVAQMD thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the 
nonattainment designations in the SoCAB and MDAB (Antelope Valley portion). Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be considered inconsistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP and AVAQMD’s Ozone Attainment 
Plan, resulting in a significant impact in this regard. 

Impact 5.3-2: Construction activities indirectly associated with the Proposed Area Plan would generate a 
substantial increase in short-term criteria air pollutant emissions that exceed the SCAQMD 
and AVAQMD significance thresholds and would cumulatively contribute to the 
nonattainment designations of the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of the MDAB. 
[Thresholds AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4] 

Impact Analysis: Construction activities associated with development that would be accommodated by the 
Proposed Project would occur over the buildout horizon (post-2035) of  the Proposed Project and cause 
short-term emissions of  criteria air pollutants. The primary source of  NOx, CO, and SOx emissions is the 
operation of  construction equipment. The primary sources of  particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions 
are activities that disturb the soil, such as grading and excavation, road construction, building demolition and 
construction, and off-road vehicle exhaust. The primary source of  VOC emissions is the application of  
architectural coating and off-gas emissions associated with asphalt paving. A discussion of  health impacts 
associated with air pollutant emissions generated by construction activities is included under “Air Pollutants 
of  Concern” in Section 5.3-1, Environmental Setting. 

Information regarding specific development projects, soil types, and the locations of  receptors would be 
needed in order to quantify the level of  impact associated with construction activity. Due to the scale of  
development activity associated with buildout of  the Proposed Project, emissions would likely exceed the 
SCAQMD and AVAQMD regional significance thresholds and therefore, in accordance with the SCAQMD 
and AVAQMD methodology, would cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the 
SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB, respectively. The MDAB is currently designated 
nonattainment for O3 and particulate matter (PM2.5). The SoCAB is designated nonattainment for O3 and 
PM2.5 under the California and National AAQS, PM10 under the California AAQS, and lead (Los Angeles 
County only) under the National AAQS.9, 10 Emissions of  VOC and NOx are precursors to the formation of  
O3. In addition, NOx is a precursor to the formation of  particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute to the existing nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB 
and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 

                                                      
9 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 
under the national AAQS on March 25, 2010, because the SoCAB has not violated federal 24-hour PM10 standards during the period 
from 2004 to 2007. In June 2013, the EPA approved the State of California’s request to redesignate the South Coast PM10 
nonattainment area to attainment of the PM10 National AAQS, effective on July 26, 2013. 
10 CARB has proposed to redesignate the SoCAB as attainment for lead and NO2 under the California AAQS (CARB 2014). 
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Valley Fever 

Valley Fever is an infectious disease caused by the fungus Coccidioides immitis and Coccidioides psadasii. According 
to the County Department of  Public Health (2014), this fungus is a major cause of  community-acquired 
pneumonia in the southwestern United States. Valley Fever fungus is most prevalent in the San Joaquin Valley 
and the Central Valley, where land is arid to semi-arid and receives moderate rainfall (5 to 20 inches per year). 
Several factors indicate a project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to Valley Fever: disturbance of  the 
topsoil of  undeveloped land, dust storms, strong winds, earthquakes, archaeological digs, agricultural 
activities, and construction activities. There is the potential that construction activities could result in 
exposure of  sensitive receptors to Valley Fever in the arid, desert portions of  the unincorporated areas, 
including the Project Area. Individual projects developed under the Proposed Project would be required to 
reduce potential risk of  exposing sensitive receptors to Valley Fever through implementation of  AVAQMD 
and SCAQMD fugitive dust control measures. SCAQMD and AVAQMD dust control rules would reduce 
fugitive dust emissions as well as exposure to on-site workers. Implementation of  SCAQMD and AVAQMD 
measures would limit exposure of  sensitive receptors to Valley Fever.  

Summary 

Air quality emissions related to construction must be addressed on a project-by-project basis. For this broad-
based Proposed Project, it is not possible to determine whether the scale and phasing of  individual projects 
would result in the exceedance of  SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD’s short-term regional or localized construction 
emissions thresholds. Because of  the likely scale and extent of  construction activities pursuant to the future 
development that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project, at least some projects would likely 
continue to exceed the relevant SCAQMD and AVAQMD thresholds. Consequently, construction-related air 
quality impacts associated with development in accordance with the Proposed Project are deemed significant. 

It should be noted that mass emissions from a project are not correlated with concentrations of  air 
pollutants. Projects that exceed the regional significance threshold contribute to the nonattainment 
designation. As the attainment designation is based on the AAQS, which are set at levels of  exposure that are 
determined to not result in adverse health, the Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute to health 
impacts within the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. Known health effects related to 
ozone include worsening of  bronchitis, asthma, and emphysema and a decrease in lung function. Particulate 
matter can also lead to a variety of  health effects in people. These include premature death of  people with 
heart or lung disease, nonfatal heart attacks, irregular heartbeat, decreased lung function, and increased 
respiratory symptoms. Regional emissions contribute to these known health effects, but it is speculative for 
this broad-based Proposed Project to determine how exceeding the regional thresholds would affect the 
number of  days the region is in nonattainment since mass emissions are not correlated with concentrations 
of  emissions or how many additional individuals in the air basin would be affected by the health effects cited 
above. The SCAQMD and AVAQMD are the primary agencies responsible for ensuring the health and 
welfare of  sensitive individuals to elevated concentrations of  air quality in the SoCAB and MDAB, 
respectively. To achieve the health-based standards established by the EPA, SCAQMD and AVAQMD 
prepare air quality management plans that detail regional programs to attain the AAQS. However, because 
cumulative development within the Project Area would exceed the regional significance thresholds, the 
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project could contribute to an increase in health effects in the basin until such time as the attainment standard 
are met in the SoCAB and the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 

Impact 5.3-3: Long-term operation of the Proposed Project would generate a substantial increase in 
criteria air pollutant emissions that exceed the threshold criteria and would cumulatively 
contribute to the nonattainment designations of the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of 
the MDAB. [Thresholds AQ-2 and AQ-3] 

Impact Analysis: The following describes potential regional operational air quality impacts in the Proposed 
Area Plan from implementation of  the Proposed Project. It is important to note that, based on the 
requirements of  CEQA, this analysis is based on a comparison of  the Proposed Project land use map to 
existing land uses and not to the existing Adopted Area Plan land use map. It is also important to note that 
the Proposed Project is a regulatory document that sets up the framework for future growth and 
development and does not directly result in development in and of  itself. Before any development can occur 
within the Project Area, all such development is required to be analyzed for conformance with the Proposed 
Area Plan, zoning requirements, and other applicable local and state requirements; comply with the 
requirements of  CEQA; and obtain all necessary clearances and permits. 

The Proposed Project guides growth and development within the Project Area by designating land uses in the 
Proposed Project and through implementation of  the goals and policies of  the Proposed Project. New 
development would increase air pollutant emissions in the Project Area and contribute to the overall 
emissions inventory in the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. A discussion of  health 
impacts associated with air pollutant emissions generated by operational activities is included in the Air 
Pollutants of  Concern discussion in Section 5.3.1, Environmental Setting. 

Proposed Project Buildout 

The increase in criteria air pollutant emissions for the full buildout scenario is based on the difference between 
existing land uses and land uses associated with buildout of  the Proposed Project. Buildout of  the Proposed 
Project is not linked to any development timeframe. The timeframe of  buildout would extend far beyond the 2035 
horizon year used to forecast travel characteristics. Table 5.3-11, Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant 
Emissions Buildout Forecast – Daily Emissions, and Table 5.3-12, Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 
Buildout Forecast – Annual Emissions, shows a forecast of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan criteria air pollutant 
emissions inventory at buildout compared to the daily and annual emissions thresholds, respectively. The majority 
of  new growth would occur in the MDAB.11  

                                                      
11 A portion of the new growth planned in the northwestern portion of the Project Area in the West Economic Opportunity Area is located 
within the SoCAB. 
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Table 5.3-11 Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Buildout Forecast – Daily 
Emissions 

Sector 
Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)1, 2 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Existing 
Energy 40,689 538 48,721 18 6,564 6,564 
Area 28 242 123 2 19 19 
Transportation 838 1,285 15,907 57 4,300 1,165 
Existing Land Uses Total  41,555 2,065 64,751 77 10,884 7,748 
Buildout 
Energy 175,254 2,306 208,977 79 28,173 28,172 
Area 137 1,200 726 7 94 94 
Transportation 2,555 3,915 48,467 173 13,102 3,549 
Buildout Land Uses Total  177,945 7,421 258,170 259 41,370 31,815 
Net Change in Emissions 
Net Change Buildout Land Uses Total 136,390 5,356 193,420 182 30,486 24,067 
Daily Significance Threshold (SCAQMD) 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Daily Significance Threshold  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Notes: 
1 CalEEMod, Version 2013.2.2. Based on 2035 emission rates.  
2 The emissions shown are the total emissions associated with the Proposed Project that would occur in both the SCAQMD and AVAQMD. Therefore, for purposes of 

this analysis, the emissions shown and that are compared to the threshold are conservative. 
 

Table 5.3-12 Antelope Valley Area Plan Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Buildout Forecast – Annual 
Emissions 

Sector 
Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Tons per Year)1, 2 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Existing 
Energy 2,062 23 2,100 1 270 270 
Area 5 44 22 0 4 4 
Transportation 140 246 2,493 9 767 208 
Existing Land Uses Total  2,208 314 4,615 10 1,041 481 
Buildout 
Energy 8,966 100 8,999 3 888 1,157 
Area 25 219 133 1 14 17 
Transportation 427 750 7,595 29 2,332 634 
Horizon Year Buildout Land Uses Total  9,418 1,069 16,727 33 3,233 1,809 
Net Change in Emissions  
Net Change Buildout Land Uses Total 7,210 755 12,112 23 2,472 1,328 
Annual Significance Threshold (AVAQMD) 25 100 25 25 15 15 
Exceeds Daily Significance Threshold  Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Notes: 
1 CalEEMod, Version 2013.2.2. Based on 2035 emission rates.  
2 The emissions shown are the total emissions associated with the Proposed Project that would occur in both the SCAQMD and AVAQMD. Therefore, for purposes of 

this analysis, the emissions shown and that are compared to the threshold are conservative. 
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As shown in Table 5.3-11, buildout of  the Proposed Project would generate long-term emissions that exceed 
the daily SCAQMD thresholds for the all the criteria air pollutants. Similarly, as shown in Table 5.3-12, except 
for SO2, the annual AVAQMD thresholds for all criteria pollutants would also be exceeded. The MDAB is 
currently designated nonattainment for O3 and particulate matter (PM2.5). The SoCAB is designated 
nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5, under the California and National AAQS, PM10 under the California AAQS, 
and lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS.12 Emissions of  VOC and NOx are precursors 
to the formation of  O3. In addition, NOx is a precursor to the formation of  particulate matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5). Thus, the Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute to the existing nonattainment designations 
of  the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. Implementation of  the Proposed Project goals 
and policies (see Section 5.3.3, Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies) would reduce air quality impacts to the 
extent feasible. For example, Policies LU 5.1, LU 5.2, M 1.1, M 2.2, M 2.3, M 7.3, and M 9.2 would contribute 
to a reduction in vehicle trips. However, operational phase-related air quality impacts associated with future 
development under the Proposed Project would be significant. 

It should be noted that mass emissions from a project are not correlated with concentrations of  air 
pollutants. Projects that exceed the regional significance threshold contribute to the nonattainment 
designation. As the attainment designation is based on the AAQS, which are set at levels of  exposure that are 
determined to not result in adverse health, the Proposed Project would cumulatively contribute to health 
impacts within the SoCAB and MDAB. Known health effects related to ozone include worsening of  
bronchitis, asthma, and emphysema and a decrease in lung function. Particulate matter can also lead to a 
variety of  health effects in people. These include premature death of  people with heart or lung disease, 
nonfatal heart attacks, irregular heartbeat, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory symptoms. 
Regional emissions contribute to these known health effects but it is speculative for this broad-based 
Proposed Project to determine how exceeding the regional thresholds would affect the number of  days the 
region is in nonattainment, since mass emissions are not correlated with concentrations of  emissions, or how 
many additional individuals in the air basin would be affected by the health effects cited above. The 
SCAQMD and AVAQMD are the primary agencies responsible for ensuring the health and welfare of  
sensitive individuals to elevated concentrations of  air quality in the SoCAB and MDAB, respectively. To 
achieve the health-based standards established by the EPA, SCAQMD and AVAQMD prepare air quality 
management plans that detail regional programs to attain the AAQS. However, because cumulative 
development within the Project Area would generate emissions that exceed the regional significance 
thresholds, the Proposed Project could contribute to an increase in health effects in the basin until such time 
as the attainment standard are met in the SoCAB and the MDAB. 

                                                      
12 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 
under the national AAQS on March 25, 2010, because the SoCAB has not violated federal 24-hour PM10 standards during the period 
from 2004 to 2007. In June 2013, the EPA approved the State of California’s request to redesignate the South Coast PM10 
nonattainment area to attainment of the PM10 National AAQS, effective on July 26, 2013. 
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Impact 5.3-4: Buildout of the Proposed Project could result in new source sources of criteria air pollutant 
emissions and/or toxic air contaminants proximate to existing or planned sensitive 
receptors. [Threshold AQ-4] 

Impact Analysis: The following describes potential localized operational air quality impacts in the Project 
Area from the implementation of  the Proposed Project. 

Operation of  new land uses, consistent with the land use plan of  the Proposed Project, would generate new 
sources of  criteria air pollutants and TACs. 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

SCAQMD and AVAQMD consider projects that cause or contribute to an exceedance of  the California or 
National AAQS to result in significant impacts. Information regarding specific development projects, soil 
types, and the locations of  receptors would be needed in order to quantify the level of  impact associated with 
future development projects. Due to the scale of  development activity associated with the theoretical buildout 
of  the Proposed Project, emissions could exceed the SCAQMD and AVAQMD regional significance 
thresholds and therefore, in accordance with the SCAQMD and AVAQMD methodology, may result in 
significant localized impacts. Air quality emissions would be addressed on a project-by-project basis. For this 
broad-based Antelope Valley Area Plan, it is not possible to determine whether the scale and phasing of  
individual projects would result in the exceedance of  localized emissions thresholds. Nevertheless, because of  
the likely scale of  future development that would be accommodated by the Proposed Project, at least some 
projects would likely exceed the AAQS. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Operation of  new land uses, consistent with the Proposed Project, could also generate new sources of  TACs 
within the Project Area from various industrial and commercial processes (e.g., manufacturing, dry cleaning). 
Stationary sources used as emergency power supply to communication equipment could also generate new 
sources of  TACs and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and UFP). Land uses that have the potential to generate 
substantial stationary sources of  emissions that would require a permit from SCAQMD or AVAQMD include 
industrial land uses, such as chemical processing facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline-dispensing facilities. In 
Los Angeles County, operators of  certain types of  facilities must submit emissions inventories. The Air 
Toxics Program categorizes each facility as being high, intermediate, or low priority based on the potency, 
toxicity, quantity, and volume of  its emissions. If  the risks are above established levels, facilities are required 
to notify surrounding populations and to develop and implement a risk reduction plan. In addition, the 
County Department of  Public Health has a significant proactive role in working with regulatory agencies to 
address these potential hot spots.  

In addition to stationary/area sources of  TACs, warehousing operations could generate a substantial amount 
of  diesel particulate matter emissions from off-road equipment use and truck idling. New land uses in the 
Project Area that generate trucks trips (including trucks with transport refrigeration units) could generate an 
increase in DPM that would contribute to cancer and noncancer health risk in the SoCAB or Antelope Valley 
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portion of  the MDAB. These new land uses could be near existing sensitive receptors within the Project 
Area.  

Stationary sources of  emissions would be controlled by SCAQMD or AVAQMD through permitting and 
would be subject to further study and health risk assessment prior to the issuance of  any necessary air quality 
permits under SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD’s New Source Review, as described above. In addition, AVAQMD 
identifies the following project types (and associated buffer distance) that would require further evaluation to 
ensure that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations: 

 Any industrial project within 1,000 feet; 

 A distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A major transportation project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet; 

 A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet. 

Because the nature of  those emissions cannot be determined at this time and they are subject to further 
regulation and permitting, they will not be addressed further in this analysis, but are considered a potentially 
significant impact of  the Proposed Project. 

Impact 5.3-5: Placement of new sensitive receptors near major sources of toxic air contaminants in the 
Project Area could expose people to substantial pollutant concentrations. [Threshold AQ-4] 

Impact Analysis: The following describes potential impacts of  TACs on new sensitive receptors in the 
Project Area from implementation of  the Proposed Project. 

Because placement of  sensitive land uses falls outside CARB jurisdiction, CARB developed and approved the 
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) to address the siting of  sensitive land 
uses in the vicinity of  freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome-plating facilities, dry 
cleaners, and gasoline-dispensing facilities. This guidance document was developed to assess compatibility and 
associated health risks when placing sensitive receptors near existing pollution sources. 

AVAQMD identifies the following project types (and associated buffer distance) that would require further 
evaluation to ensure that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations: 

 Any industrial project within 1,000 feet; 

 A distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A major transportation project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet; 

 A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet; 

 A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet. 

Table 5.3-13, CARB Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive Land Uses, shows a summary of  CARB 
recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses within the vicinity of  air-pollutant-generating sources. 
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Recommendations shown in the table are based on data that show that localized air pollution exposures can 
be reduced by as much as 80 percent by following CARB minimum distance separations. 

Table 5.3-13 CARB Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive Land Uses 
Source Category Advisory Recommendations 

Freeways and High-Traffic Roads  Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 
100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per day. 

Distribution Centers 

 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that 
accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating 
transport refrigeration units [TRUs] per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 
300 hours per week). 

 Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating 
residences and other sensitive land uses near entry and exit points. 

Rail Yards 

 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and 
maintenance rail yard. 

 Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation 
approaches. 

Ports 
 Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most 

heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts or CARB on the status of pending 
analyses of health risks. 

Refineries 
 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum refineries. 

Consult with local air districts and other local agencies to determine an appropriate 
separation. 

Chrome Platers  Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater. 

Dry Cleaners Using Perchloroethylene 

 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation. For 
operations with two or more machines, provide 500 feet. For operations with three or 
more machines, consult with the local air district. 

 Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perchloroethylene dry 
cleaning operations. 

Gasoline Dispensing Facilities 
 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a 

facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater). A 50-foot separation 
is recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities. 

Source: CARB 2005.  
 

CARB’s recommendations were based on a compilation of  studies that evaluated data on the adverse health 
effects ensuing from proximity to air pollution sources. The key observation in these studies is that proximity 
to air pollution sources substantially increases both exposure and the potential for adverse health effects. 
There are three carcinogenic toxic air contaminants that constitute the majority of  the known health risks 
from motor vehicle traffic: DPM from trucks and benzene and 1,3 butadiene from passenger vehicles. 
Potential sources of  TACs in the Project Area include stationary sources permitted by SCAQMD and 
AVAQMD and roadways with more than 100,000 average daily traffic volumes.  

Other near-roadway pollutants include UFPs. UFPs have also been shown to be toxic and have health 
impacts. UFPs are emitted from almost every fuel combustion process, including diesel, gasoline, and jet 
engines, as well as external combustion processes such as wood burning. Consequently, there is growing 
concern that people living in close proximity to highly trafficked roadways and other sources of  combustion-
related pollutants (e.g., airports and rail yards) may be exposed to significant levels of  UFPs and other air 
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toxics. However, UFPs are not specifically regulated since EPA or CARB have yet to adopt AAQS for these 
even smaller fractions of  PM (SCAQMD 2013). 

Table 5.3-14 Existing Unincorporated Areas Land Uses Within 500 Feet of a Freeway 

Unincorporated Community 
Total acreage 
within buffer 

Number of 
Parcels1 Units2 

Total Number of 
Schools3 

Antelope Valley 6,182.79 613 406 3 
Notes: 
1 Based on latest Assessor Data. Parcel count and Unit totals are the estimated values within the 500 foot freeway buffer. 
2 Based on 2010 Census Blocks. Totals are the estimated values within the 500 foot freeway buffer. 
3 Data from Los Angeles County Enterprise GIS - collaboration between various departments - includes Public and Private Schools, Universities and Community 

Colleges. 
 

The Project Area contains or is in proximity to various sources of  pollution. Freeways within the Project Area 
include Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route 138 (SR-138), and SR-14. Table 5.3-14, Existing Antelope Valley Area Plan 
Land Uses Within 500 Feet of  a Freeway, identifies existing land uses within 500 feet of  a freeway in the 
Proposed Area Plan. There are no roadways with daily roadway volumes of  50,000 or more either within or 
near the plan’s boundaries. A Union Pacific/Metrolink rail line runs through the community of  Acton and up 
north through Palmdale and beyond the northern boundary of  the Project Area. Additionally, an east-west 
transecting Union Pacific rail line starting in the City of  Palmdale bisects a portion of  the Project Area. The 
Union Pacific/Metrolink line serves both freight and commuter trains. The Metrolink Antelope Valley Line 
ends in Lancaster. In addition to freeways and railroads, there are also multiple AVAQMD and SCAQMD-
permitted land uses within and near the Project Area that may generate stationary or mobile sources of  
TACs. Under the Proposed Project, development of  new residential land uses would be permitted in 
proximity to existing and future industrial uses. Additionally, new residential land uses could also potentially 
be sited near I-5, SR-138, and SR-14 and the existing rail lines. Therefore, air quality compatibility impacts for 
new sensitive land uses are potentially significant. 

Impact 5.3-6: Industrial land uses associated with the Proposed Project could create objectionable odors. 
[Threshold AQ-5] 

Impact Analysis: The following describes potential odor impacts in Los Angeles County from the 
implementation of  the Proposed Project. 

Growth in the Project Area could generate new sources of  odors and place sensitive receptors near existing 
sources of  odors. Nuisance odors from land uses in the SoCAB are regulated under SCAQMD Rule 402, 
Nuisance, while odors within the Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB are regulated under AVAQMD 
Rule 402, Nuisance. Major sources of  odors include wastewater treatment plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, food processing facilities, agricultural operations, and waste facilities (e.g., landfills, transfer stations, 
compost facilities). 
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There are two types of  odor impacts: 1) siting sensitive receptors near nuisance odors, and 2) siting new 
sources of  nuisance odors near sensitive receptors. The Proposed Project designates residential areas and 
industrial areas of  the Project Area to prevent potential mixing of  incompatible land use types. 

 Future non-industrial development would involve minor odor-generating activities, such as lawn mower 
exhaust and application of  exterior paints for building improvement. It should be noted that while 
restaurants can generate odors, these sources are not typically identified as nuisance odors since they 
typically do not generate significant odors that affect a substantial number of  people. 

 Industrial uses, including food processing facilities and waste transfer stations, have the potential to 
generate substantial odors. Individual projects associated with the Project Area, including commercial, 
industrial, and office, are also required to comply with SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD’s Rule 402 to prevent 
public nuisances. While these odors would be required to be controlled, additional measures may be 
warranted to prevent a nuisance, depending on the nature of  the proposed use. Consequently, industrial 
land uses associated with the buildout of  the Proposed Project may generate odors that affect a 
substantial number of  people. 

 Construction activities would require the operation of  equipment that may generate exhaust from either 
gasoline or diesel fuel. Construction and development would also require the application of  paints and 
the paving of  roads, which could generate odors. These types and concentrations of  odors are typical of  
developments and are not considered significant air quality impacts. 

SCAQMD and AVAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, requires abatement of  any nuisance generated by an odor 
complaint. Because existing sources of  odors are required to comply with SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD 
Rule 402, impacts to siting of  new sensitive land uses would be less than significant. Future environmental 
review for major sources of  odors are required to ensure that sensitive land uses are not exposed to nuisance 
odors. Rule 402 requires abatement of  any nuisance generating an odor complaint. However, additional 
measures may be necessary to prevent an odor nuisance. Therefore, industrial land uses associated with the 
Proposed Project may generate a potentially significant odor impact to a substantial number of  people. 

5.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Any project that produces a significant project-level regional air quality impact in an area that is in 
nonattainment adds to the cumulative impact. The greatest source of  emissions within the SoCAB and 
MDAB is from mobile sources. Due to the extent of  the area potentially impacted from cumulative project 
emissions, the SCAQMD and AVAQMD considers a project cumulatively significant when project-related 
emissions exceed the regional emissions thresholds shown in Tables 5.3-11 and 5.3-12. 
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Construction 

The MDAB is currently designated nonattainment for O3 and particulate matter (PM2.5). The SoCAB is 
designated nonattainment for O3 and PM2.513 under the California and National AAQS, PM10 under the 
California AAQS, and lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS. Construction of  cumulative 
projects will further degrade the regional air quality. Already-imposed mitigation measures from certified 
EIRs prepared for cumulative projects as well as existing regulatory programs will assist in mitigating these 
cumulative impacts. However, even with the implementation of  mitigation measures and existing regulatory 
programs, construction emissions for major development projects would still exceed the SCAQMD or 
AVAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, construction emissions 
associated with future development pursuant to the Proposed Project would be significant. 

Operation 

For operational air quality emissions, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the 
daily regional threshold values is not considered by the SCAQMD or the AVAQMD to be a substantial source 
of  air pollution and does not add significantly to a cumulative impact. As discussed above, operation of  
future development pursuant to the Proposed Project would result in emissions in excess of  the SCAQMD 
or AVAQMD regional daily emissions thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative operational air quality impacts would be significant. 

5.3.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
State 

 Clean Car Standards – Pavley (AB 1493) 

 California Advanced Clean Cars CARB (Title 13 CCR) 

 Low-Emission Vehicle Program – LEV III (Title 13 CCR) 

 Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). 

 Airborne Toxics Control Measure to Limit School Bus Idling and Idling at Schools (13 CCR 2480) 

 Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fuel Commercial Vehicle Idling (13 CCR 2485) 

 In-Use Off-Road Diesel Idling Restriction (13 CCR 2449) 

 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6) 

 California Green Building Code (Title 24, Part 11) 

 Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 20) 

                                                      
13 CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SoCAB from serious nonattainment for PM10 to attainment for PM10 under the 
National AAQS on March 25, 2010 because the SoCAB did not violated federal 24-hour PM10 standards during the period from 2004 to 2007. 
However, the EPA has not yet approved this request. 
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SCAQMD 

 SCAQMD Rule 201: Permit to Construct 

 SCAQMD Rule 402: Nuisance Odors 

 SCAQMD Rule 403: Fugitive Dust 

 SCAQMD Rule 1113: Architectural Coatings 

 SCAQMD Rule 1403: Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities 

 SCAQMD Rule 1186: Street Sweeping 

AVAQMD 

 AVAQMD Rule 201: Permit to Construct 

 AVAQMD Rule 203: Permit to Operate 

 AVAQMD Rule 402: Nuisances 

 AVAQMD Rule 403 and 403.2: Fugitive Dust Control 

 AVAQMD Regulation XIII, New Source Review 

Local 

 Control of  Hazardous Dust Conditions (County Code Chapter 12.32) 

5.3.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.3-1 The Proposed Project would generate less growth than the Adopted Area Plan; 
however, it would not be consistent with the SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s air quality 
management plans as buildout of  the Proposed Project would cumulatively 
contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and Antelope Valley 
portion of  the MDAB. 

 Impact 5.3-2 Construction activities associated with the Antelope Valley Area Plan would 
generate a substantial increase in short-term criteria air pollutant emissions that 
exceed the SCAQMD and AVAQMD significance thresholds and would 
cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and 
Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 

 Impact 5.3-3 Long-term operation of  the Proposed Project would generate a substantial increase 
in criteria air pollutant emissions that exceed the threshold criteria and would 
cumulative contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and 
Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 
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 Impact 5.3-4 Buildout of  the Proposed Project could result in new source sources of  criteria air 
pollutant emissions and/or toxic air contaminants proximate to existing or planned 
sensitive receptors. 

 Impact 5.3-5 Placement of  new sensitive receptors near major sources of  toxic air contaminants 
in the Project Area could expose people to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

 Impact 5.3-6 Industrial land uses associated with the Proposed Project could create objectionable 
odors. 

5.3.8 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.3-1 

Mitigation measures incorporated into future development projects and adherence to the Proposed Project 
policies for operation and construction phases described under Impacts 5.3-2 and 5.3-3 below would reduce 
criteria air pollutant emissions associated with buildout of  the Proposed Project. Goals and policies in the 
Proposed Project would facilitate continued County participation/cooperation with SCAQMD, AVAQMD, 
and SCAG to achieve regional air quality improvement goals, promote energy conservation design and 
development techniques, encourage alternative transportation modes, and implement transportation demand 
management strategies. However, no mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts associated 
with inconsistency with the air quality management plans due to the magnitude of  growth and associated 
emissions that would be generated by the buildout of  the Project Area in accordance with the Proposed 
Project. 

Impact 5.3-2 

AQ-1 If, during subsequent project-level environmental review, construction-related criteria air 
pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the applicable air quality management 
district (AQMD) adopted thresholds of  significance, applicants for new development projects 
shall be required to comply with mitigation measures as identified in the CEQA document 
prepared for the individual development project to reduce air pollutant emissions during 
construction activities. Mitigation measures that may be identified during the environmental 
review include but are not limited to: 

 Construction contractors of  development projects shall use construction equipment rated by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 2006 or 
newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or newer) emission limits, applicable for engines between 
50 and 750 horsepower. Use of  Tier 3 construction equipment shall be included as a note on 
grading plans submitted to the County. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall ensure construction 
equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s standards. 
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 Grading plans shall include a note that, if  feasible, construction contractors shall consider 
use of  off-road equipment that is tire-based rather than track-based, which creates more 
ground disturbance. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall limit nonessential 
idling of  construction equipment to no more than five consecutive minutes. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall water all active 
construction areas at least three times daily, or as often as needed to control dust emissions. 
Watering should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased 
watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall cover all trucks hauling 
soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of  
freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of  the load and the top of  the 
trailer). 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall pave, apply water three 
times daily or as often as necessary to control dust, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall sweep daily (with water 
sweepers using reclaimed water if  possible), or as often as needed, all paved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at the construction site to control dust. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall sweep public streets 
daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if  possible) in the vicinity of  the project 
site, or as often as needed, to keep streets free of  visible soil material. 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall hydroseed or apply 
non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e., areas not being actively disturbed 
for 10 or more days). 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall enclose, cover, water 
three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

 Grading plans shall include a note that construction contractors shall minimize ground 
disturbance (e.g., vegetation removal and mowing), to the extent feasible.  

Impact 5.3-3 

Goals and policies are included in the Proposed Project that would reduce air pollutant emissions. However, 
due to the magnitude of  emissions generated by the buildout of  residential, office, commercial, industrial, 
and warehousing land uses in the Project Area, no mitigation measures are available that would reduce 
impacts below SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD’s thresholds. 
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Impact 5.3-4 

AQ-2 New industrial or warehousing land uses that: 1) have the potential to generate 40 or more diesel 
trucks per day and 2) are located within 1,000 feet of  a sensitive land use (e.g. residential, schools, 
hospitals, nursing homes), as measured from the property line of  the project to the property line 
of  the nearest sensitive use, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the County prior to 
future discretionary project approval. When required, the HRA shall be prepared in accordance 
with policies and procedures of  the state Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
and the applicable air quality management district. If  the HRA shows that the incremental cancer 
risk exceeds ten in one million (10E-06), particulate matter concentrations would exceed 
2.5 µg/m3, or the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required 
to identify and demonstrate that best available control technologies for toxics (T-BACTs) that are 
capable of  reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T-BACTs may include, but are not limited to, restricting 
idling onsite or electrifying warehousing docks to reduce diesel particulate matter, or requiring 
use of  newer equipment and/or vehicles. T-BACTs identified in the HRA shall be identified as 
mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site 
development plan as a component of  the proposed project. 

Impact 5.3-5 

AQ-3 Applicants for sensitive land uses in proximity to the following facilities and within the following 
distances as measured from the property line of  the project to the property line of  the 
source/edge of  the nearest travel lane, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the 
County prior to future discretionary project approval: 

 Industrial facilities within 1,000 feet 

 Distribution centers (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet 

 Major transportation projects (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet 

 Dry cleaners using perchloroethylene within 500 feet 

 Gasoline dispensing facilities within 300 feet 

When required, the HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of  the 
state Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the applicable Air 
Quality Management District. The latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for the analysis, 
including age sensitivity factors, breathing rates, and body weights appropriate for children age 
0 to 6 years. If  the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million 
(10E-06) or the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required to 
identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of  reducing potential cancer and 
non-cancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of  1.0), 
including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk may include but are not 
limited to: 
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 Air intakes located away from high volume roadways and/or truck loading zones, unless it 
can be demonstrated to the County by the applicant that there are operational limitations. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of  the buildings provided with 
appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value (MERV) filters. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the 
environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a component of  
the proposed project. The air intake design and MERV filter requirements shall be noted and/or 
reflected on all building plans submitted to the County. 

Impact 5.3-6 

AQ-4 If  it is determined during project-level environmental review that a project has the potential to 
emit nuisance odors beyond the property line, an odor management plan may be required, 
subject to County’s regulations. Facilities that have the potential to generate nuisance odors 
include but are not limited to: 

 Wastewater treatment plants 

 Composting, greenwaste, or recycling facilities 

 Fiberglass manufacturing facilities 

 Painting/coating operations 

 Large-capacity coffee roasters 

 Food-processing facilities 

If  an odor management plan is determined to be required through CEQA review, the County 
shall require the project applicant to submit the plan prior to approval to ensure compliance with 
the applicable Air Quality Management District’s Rule 402, for nuisance odors. If  applicable, the 
Odor Management Plan shall identify the Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics 
(T-BACTs) that will be utilized to reduce potential odors to acceptable levels, including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T-BACTs may include, but are not limited to, scrubbers 
(e.g., air pollution control devices) at the industrial facility. T-BACTs identified in the odor 
management plan shall be identified as mitigation measures in the environmental document 
and/or incorporated into the site plan. 

5.3.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.3-1 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would exceed the SCAQMD and AVAQMD significance thresholds and 
would cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and MDAB (Antelope Valley 
portion). Therefore, the Proposed Project would be inconsistent with SCAQMD’s 2012 AQMP and 
AVAQMD’s Ozone Attainment Plan. Mitigation measures incorporated into future development projects and 
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adherence to the Proposed Project policies described in Section 5.3.3 above would reduce criteria air pollutant 
emissions associated with buildout of  the Proposed Project. Goals and policies included in the Proposed 
Project would facilitate continued County participation/cooperation with SCAQMD, AVAQMD, and SCAG 
to achieve regional air quality improvement goals, promote energy conservation design and development 
techniques, encourage alternative transportation modes, and implement transportation demand management 
strategies. However, no mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts associated with 
inconsistency with the air quality management plans due to the associated emissions that would be generated 
by the buildout of  the Project Area in accordance with the Proposed Project. Impact 5.3-1 would remain 
Significant and Unavoidable. 

Impact 5.3-2 

Construction activities associated with the buildout of  the Proposed Project would generate criteria air 
pollutant emissions that would exceed SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s regional significance thresholds and 
would contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the 
MDAB. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce air pollutant emissions. However, due to the magnitude of  
emissions generated by future construction activities associated with the buildout of  the Proposed Project, no 
additional mitigation measures are available that would reduce impacts below SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s 
thresholds. Impact 5.3-2 would remain Significant and Unavoidable. 

Impact 5.3-3 

Buildout of  the proposed land use plan would generate additional vehicle trips and area sources of  criteria air 
pollutant emissions that exceed SCAQMD’s and AVAQMD’s regional significance thresholds and would 
contribute to the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB and Antelope Valley portion of  the MDAB. 
Goals and policies are included in the Proposed Project that would reduce air pollutant emissions. However, 
due to the magnitude of  emissions generated by the buildout of  the Proposed Project, no mitigation 
measures are available that would reduce impacts below SCAQMD’s or AVAQMD’s thresholds. Impact 5.3-3 
would remain Significant and Unavoidable. 

Impact 5.3-4 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project could result in new sources of  criteria air pollutant emissions and/or toxic 
air contaminants near existing or planned sensitive receptors. Goals and policies are included in the Proposed 
Project that would reduce concentrations of  criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs generated by new 
development. 

Review of  projects by SCAQMD or AVAQMD for permitted sources of  air toxics (e.g., industrial facilities, 
dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities) would ensure health risks are minimized. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 would ensure mobile sources of  TACs not covered under SCAQMD or AVAQMD permits 
are considered during subsequent project-level environmental review. Development of  individual projects 
would be required to achieve the incremental risk thresholds established by SCAQMD or AVAQMD, and 
TACs would be less than significant. 
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However, localized emissions of  criteria air pollutants could exceed the SCAQMD or AVAQMD regional 
significance thresholds because of  the scale of  development activity associated with theoretical buildout of  
the Proposed Project. For this broad-based Proposed Project, it is not possible to determine whether the 
scale and phasing of  individual projects would result in the exceedance of  the localized emissions thresholds. 
Therefore, in accordance with the SCAQMD and AVAQMD methodology, Impact 5.3-4 would remain 
Significant and Unavoidable. 

Impact 5.3-5 

Placement of  new sensitive receptors within the Plan Area near major sources of  TACs could expose people 
to substantial pollutant concentrations. Goals and policies are included in the Proposed Project that would 
reduce concentrations of  criteria air pollutant emissions and air toxics generated by new development. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would ensure that placement of  sensitive receptors near major sources of  air 
pollution would achieve the incremental risk thresholds established by SCAQMD and AVAQMD, and 
Impact 5.3-5 would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.3-6 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4 would ensure that odor impacts are minimized and facilities would comply with 
SCAQMD and AVAQMD Rule 402. Impact 5.3-6 would be less than significant. 
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5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical report(s): 

 Final Environmental Impact Report and Statement for the West Mojave Plan. Bureau of  Land Management, 
January 2005. 

 California Natural Diversity Database (available by subscription) and Rarefind, California Department of  Fish and 
Wildlife, Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), July 2014. (http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi-
bin/inv/inventory.cgi) 

 Inventory of  Rare and Endangered Plants of  California, California Native Plant Society, February 2014. 

 Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area Update Study 2000, PCR Services Corporation, November 
2000. 

 South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast Ecoregion, South Coast Wildlands, 2008. 

Complete copies of  these studies are included in the Appendix H to this Draft EIR.  

5.4.1 Environmental Setting 
5.4.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

A number of  local plans and ordinances regulate biological resources within the Project Area and are 
summarized below. Federal and state regulations are described after the Local Plans and Ordinances section. 

Local Plans and Ordinances 

Significant Ecological Areas 

The County of  Los Angeles’s (County) Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Program began in 1980 with the 
adoption of  SEAs as Special Management Areas in the Los Angeles County General Plan (Existing General 
Plan). The objective of  the SEA Program is to preserve the genetic and physical ecological diversity of  Los 
Angeles County by designing biological resource areas capable of  sustaining themselves into the future. The 
SEA designation is given to land that contains irreplaceable biological resources, and includes undisturbed or 
lightly disturbed habitats that support valuable and threatened species and linkages and corridors to promote 
species movement. 

SEAs are not wilderness preserves, and while some portion of  the SEAs include federal, state, or locally 
owned and managed open space, the land within SEAs is often privately held land. The SEA Program is 
intended to ensure that privately held lands within the SEAs retain the right of  reasonable use while avoiding 
activities and developments that are incompatible with the long-term survival of  the SEAs. The County has 
regulated development within the SEAs under existing provisions in Title 22 of  the County Code for 
development within an SEA. 
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Oak Tree Ordinance 

The County Oak Tree Ordinance applies to all unincorporated areas. The Oak Tree Ordinance requires that a 
person shall not cut, destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage, or encroach into the protected zone of  any tree 
of  the oak tree genus that is 25 inches or more in circumference (8 inches in diameter) as measured 4.5 feet 
above mean natural grade, or in the case of  an oak with more than one trunk, whose combined 
circumference of  any two trunks is at least 38 inches (12 inches in diameter) as measured 4.5 feet above mean 
natural grade (i.e., diameter at breast height [DBH]), or (b) any tree that has been provided as a replacement 
tree, without first obtaining an oak tree permit. 

Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan 

To further the County’s compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21083.4, which provides for the 
conservation of  oak woodlands, the County adopted the Los Angeles County Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Management Plan (OWCMP) in 2012. The OWCMP develops a consistent policy for the management of  oak 
woodlands by providing a voluntary conservation strategy in order to meet the requirements of  the California 
Oak Woodlands Conservation Act (AB242). The OWCMP extends CEQA consideration of  impacts to oak 
woodlands composed of  oaks greater than 5 inches at DBH and recognizes that conservation of  oak 
woodland habitat extends beyond the protection of  individual trees. 

Hillside Management Areas 

The County regulates development in hillside management areas (HMAs) through provisions in Title 22 of  
the County Code (Zoning Code) that applies to all unincorporated areas of  the County that contain terrain 
with a natural slope of  25 percent or greater. The goal of  the provisions is to protect resources contained in 
hillside management areas from incompatible development, which may result in or have the potential for 
environmental degradation and/or destruction of  life and property. The purpose of  the ordinance is not to 
preclude development, but ensure to the extent possible that the natural topography, resources and amenities 
of  hillside management areas are maintained and where possible, enhanced. 

Federal Regulations 

Federal regulations applicable to biological resources within the unincorporated areas are summarized below. 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act of  1973 (FESA) defines an “endangered” species as “any species which 
is in danger of  extinction throughout all or a significant portion of  its range.”A “threatened” species is 
defined as “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant portion of  its range”. Under provisions of  Section 9(a)(1)(B) of  the FESA it is 
unlawful to “take” any listed species. “Take” is defined in Section 3(18) of  FESA as to: “...harass, harm, 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), through regulation, has interpreted the terms “harm” and “harass” 
to include certain types of  habitat modification as forms of  “take.” These interpretations, however, are 
generally considered and applied on a case-by-case basis and often vary from species to species. In a case 
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where a property owner seeks permission from a federal agency for an action that could affect a federally 
listed plant or animal species, the property owner and agency are required to consult with USFWS pursuant 
to Section 7 of  the FESA if  there is a federal nexus, or pursuant to Section 10 of  the FESA. Section 
9(a)(2)(b) of  the FESA addresses protections afforded to listed plants. “Critical habitat” is defined in Section 
3(5A) of  the FESA as the specific areas within the geographic area, occupied by the species at the time it was 
listed, which contain the physical or biological features that are essential to the conservation of  endangered 
and threatened species and that may need special management or protection. Critical habitat may also include 
areas that were not occupied by the species at the time of  listing but are essential to its conservation. Critical 
habitat designations affect only federal agency actions or federally funded or permitted activities. Critical 
habitat designations do not affect activities by private landowners if  there is no federal “nexus”—that is, no 
federal funding or authorization. 

The status of  federally listed species is assigned by USFWS, and herein abbreviated, as one of  the following: 

 Federally Endangered (FE) 

 Federally Threatened (FT) 

 Federally Proposed as Endangered (FPE) 

 Federally Proposed as Threatened (FPT) 

 Federally Proposed for Delisting (FPD) 

 Federal Candidate for a Proposed Species (FC) 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects individual birds as well as any parts, nests, or eggs of  any 
bird listed as migratory. In practice, federal permits issued for activities that potentially impact migratory birds 
typically have conditions that require predisturbance surveys for nesting birds. In the event nesting is 
observed, a buffer area with a specified radius must be established, within which no disturbance or intrusion 
is allowed until the young have fledged and left the nest, or it has been determined that the nest has failed. If  
not otherwise specified in the permit, the size of  the buffer area varies with species and local circumstances 
(e.g., presence of  busy roads, intervening topography, etc.), and is based on the professional judgment of  a 
monitoring biologist. A list of  migratory bird species protected under the MBTA is published by USFWS.1 

Federal Clean Water Act, Section 404 

Section 404 of  the Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates the discharge of  dredged or fill material into Waters of  
the U.S. and authorizes the Secretary of  the Army, through the Chief  of  Engineers, to issue permits for such 
actions. Implementing regulations for the CWA define Waters of  the U.S. as “rivers, creeks, streams, and lakes 
extending to their headwaters and any associated wetlands.” Wetlands are defined as “areas that are inundated 
or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of  
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” The permit review process entails an 

                                                      
1 USFWS. 2012. Birds Protected By The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, List of Migratory Birds. Online at: http://www.fws.gov/
migratorybirds/RegulationsPolicies/mbta/mbtandx.html#p. Site last accessed February 2014. 
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assessment of  potentially adverse impacts to U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional Waters 
of  the U.S. 

Over the years, the USACE has modified its regulations, typically due to evolving policy or judicial decisions, 
through the issuance of  Regulatory Guidance Letters, memoranda, or more expansive instruction 
guidebooks. These guidance documents help to update and define how jurisdiction is claimed, and how these 
Waters of  the U.S. will be regulated. The most recent, significant modification occurred on June 5, 2007, 
subsequently updated in December 2008, when the USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) issued a series of  guidance documents outlining the requirements and procedures, effective 
immediately, to establish jurisdiction under Section 404 of  the CWA and the Section 10 of  the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of  1899. These documents are intended to be used for all jurisdictional delineations and provide 
specific guidance for the jurisdictional determination of  potentially jurisdictional features affected by the U.S. 
Supreme Court rulings in Rapanos v. the United States and Carabell v. the United States 547 U.S. 715 (2006) (jointly 
referred to as Rapanos). 

The Rapanos case outlines the conditions and criteria used by the USACE to assess and claim jurisdiction 
over non-isolated, non-navigable, ephemeral tributaries. Under a plurality ruling, the Court noted that certain 
“not relatively permanent” (i.e., ephemeral), non-navigable tributaries must have a “significant nexus” to 
downstream traditional navigable waters to be jurisdictional. An ephemeral tributary has a significant nexus to 
downstream navigable “waters” when it has “more than a speculative or an insubstantial effect on the 
chemical, physical, and/or biological integrity of  a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW).” A significant nexus 
is established through the consideration of  a variety of  hydrologic, geologic, and ecological factors specific to 
the particular drainage feature in question. For drainage features that do not meet the significant nexus 
criteria, a significant nexus determination is provided by the USACE to the EPA for the final determination 
of  federal jurisdiction. Drainage features that do not meet the significant nexus criteria based on completion 
of  an Approved Jurisdictional Delineation, and/or are determined to be isolated pursuant to the SWANCC 
ruling (see below), may still be regulated by California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under Fish 
and Game Code Section 1600 or the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Act. 

On January 15, 2003, the USACE and EPA issued a Joint Memorandum to provide clarifying guidance 
regarding the United States Supreme Court ruling in the Solid Waste Agency of  Northern Cook County v. United 
States Army Corps of  Engineers, No. 99-1178 (January 9, 2001) (“the SWANCC ruling”), (Federal Register: Vol. 
68, No. 10.). This ruling held that the CWA does not give the federal government regulatory authority over 
non-navigable, isolated, intra-state waters. As a result of  this decision, some previously regulated depressional 
areas such as mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds, and 
vernal pools, which are not hydrologically connected to other intra- or inter-state “waters of  the U.S.,” are no 
longer regulated by the USACE. 

Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401 

The mission of  the RWQCBs is to develop and enforce water quality objectives and implement plans that will 
best protect the beneficial uses of  the state’s waters, recognizing local differences in climate, topography, 
geology, and hydrology. The California RWQCBs are also responsible for implementing compliance not only 
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with state codes such as the California Water Code, but also some federal acts such as Section 401 of  the 
CWA. Section 401 of  the CWA requires that any applicant for a federal permit for activities that involve a 
discharge to waters of  the state shall provide the federal permitting agency with a certification from the state 
in which the discharge is proposed that states that the discharge will comply with the applicable provisions 
under the federal CWA. As such, before the USACE will issue a CWA Section 404 permit, applicants must 
apply for and receive a Section 401 water quality certification (WQC) from the RWQCB. The RWQCB 
regulates “discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that could affect “waters of  
the state” (Water Code § 13260 (a)), pursuant to provisions of  the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, 
which defines RWQCB jurisdictional “waters of  the state” as “any surface water or groundwater, including 
saline waters, within the boundaries of  the state” (Water Code § 13050 (e)). 

With the exception of  isolated waters and wetlands, most discharges of  fill to waters of  the state are also 
subject to a CWA Section 404 permit. If  a CWA Section 404 permit is not required for the project, the 
RWQCB may still require issuance of  Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) under the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act. The RWQCB may regulate isolated waters that are not under jurisdiction of  the 
USACE through issuance of  WDRs. However, projects that obtain a Section 401 WQC are simultaneously 
enrolled in a statewide general WDR. Processing of  Section 401 WQCs generally requires submittal of  1) a 
construction storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), 2) a final water quality technical report that 
demonstrates that post-construction storm water best management practices (BMPs) comply with the local 
design standards for municipal storm drain permits (MS4 permits) implemented by the State Water Resources 
Control Board effective January 1, 2011, and 3) a conceptual Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
(HMMP) to compensate for permanent impacts to RWQCB waters, if  any. In addition to submittal of  a draft 
CEQA document, a WQC application typically requires a discussion of  avoidance and minimization of  
impacts to RWQCB jurisdictional resources and efforts to protect beneficial uses as defined by the local 
RWQCB basin plan for the project. The RWQCB cannot issue a Section 401 WQC until the project CEQA 
document is certified by the lead agency. 

West Mojave Plan 

The Project Area is within the West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan (West Mojave Plan, WEMO). 
The WEMO is a habitat conservation plan adopted by the Bureau of  Land Management (BLM) in 2006 that 
encompasses most of  California’s western Mojave Desert, including parts of  San Bernardino, Los Angeles, 
Kern, and Inyo counties. Although the WEMO planning area covers 9.3 million acres, the plan applies to only 
the 3.2 million acres of  public lands within the planning area, as non-federal agencies did not formally adopt 
the habitat conservation plan proposed in the West Mojave Plan to cover their jurisdictions (i.e., therefore the 
adopted plan only applies to federal public lands). The Project Area does not contain any established or 
proposed Areas of  Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), or any of  the four Desert Wildlife Management 
Areas that have been proposed as areas important to the recovery of  the threatened desert tortoise. The 
nearest designated critical habitat for the desert tortoise is located in the northeastern part of  the Project 
Area within Edwards Air Force Base. 
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Draft Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 

Portions of  the Plan Area are located within the Draft Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
(DRECP). California Executive Order S-14-08 requires the development of  the DRECP by the California 
Energy Commission for the Mojave and Colorado deserts in order to provide binding, long-term endangered 
species permit assurances and to facilitate the review and approval of  compatible renewable energy projects. 
The DRECP is a major component of  California’s renewable energy planning efforts and is intended to 
provide effective protection and conservation for desert ecosystems and to allow for the development of  
compatible renewable energy projects. The DRECP is a proposed Natural Community Conservation Plan 
(NCCP) (to comply with the California NCCP Act and the California Endangered Species Act [CESA]), 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) (to comply with FESA), and Land Use Plan Amendment (LUPA) (in 
accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act [FLPMA]). The DRECP will include 
implementation of  a scientifically based adaptive management and monitoring program as a part of  its overall 
conservation strategy. 

State Regulations 

State regulations applicable to biological resources within Los Angeles County are summarized below. 

California Endangered Species Act 

CESA defines an endangered species as 

…a native species or subspecies of  a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant which 
is in serious danger of  becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant portion, of  its range 
due to one or more causes, including loss of  habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, 
predation, competition, or disease. 

The State defines a threatened species as 

…a native species or subspecies of  a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant that, 
although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to become an endangered species 
in the foreseeable future in the absence of  the special protection and management efforts 
required by this chapter. Any animal determined by the commission as rare on or before 
January 1, 1985 is a threatened species. 

A candidate species is defined as 

…a native species or subspecies of  a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant that the 
commission has formally noticed as being under review by the department for addition to 
either the list of  endangered species or the list of  threatened species, or a species for which 
the commission has published a notice of  proposed regulation to add the species to either 
list. 
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Candidate species may be afforded temporary protection as though they were already listed as threatened or 
endangered at the discretion of  the Fish and Game Commission. Unlike the FESA, CESA does not include 
listing provisions for invertebrate species. 

Article 3, Sections 2080 through 2085, of  the CESA addresses the taking of  threatened or endangered species 
by stating: 

…no person shall import into this State, export out of  this State, or take, possess, purchase, 
or sell within this State, any species, or any part or product thereof, that the commission 
determines to be an endangered species or a threatened species, or attempt any of  those 
acts, except as otherwise provided. 

Under the CESA, “take” is defined as, “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill.” 

Additionally, some sensitive mammals and birds are protected by the state as Fully Protected Mammals or 
Fully Protected Birds, as described in the California Fish and Game Code, Sections 4700 and 3511, 
respectively. 

California Species of  Special Concern are species designated as vulnerable to extinction due to declining 
population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats. Informally listed species are not protected per se, 
but warrant consideration in the preparation of  biological assessments. For some species, the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), a resource maintained by CDFW of  recorded locations where 
sensitive species have been documented, is only concerned with specific portions of  the life history, such as 
roosts, rookeries, or nest areas. 

For the purposes of  this EIR, the following abbreviations are used for state-listed and special-status species, 
as applicable: 

 State Endangered (SE) 

 State Threatened (ST) 

 State Rare (SR) 

 State Candidate for Endangered (SCE) 

 State Candidate for Threatened (SCT) 

 State Fully Protected (SFP) 

 California Species of  Special Concern (SSC) 

State of California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503/3503.5/3513 

Section 3503 of  the California Fish and Game Code states that “it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of  any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made 
pursuant thereto.” Section 3503.5 of  the California Fish and Game Code states that it is “unlawful to take, 
possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of  prey) or to take, possess, or 
destroy the nest or eggs of  any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Page 5.4-8 PlaceWorks 

pursuant thereto.” Activities that result in the abandonment of  an active bird of  prey nest may also be 
considered in violation of  this code. In addition, California Fish and Game Code, Section 3511 prohibits the 
taking of  any bird listed as fully protected, and California Fish and Game Code, Section 3513 states that is it 
unlawful to take any non-game migratory bird protected under the MBTA. 

State of California Fish and Game Code, Section 4150 

Section 4150 of  the California Fish and Game Code states that “All mammals occurring naturally in 
California which are not game mammals, fully protected mammals, or fur-bearing mammals, are nongame 
mammals. Nongame mammals or parts thereof  may not be taken or possessed except as provided in this 
code or in accordance with regulations adopted by the commission.”  

State of California Code of Regulations, Sections 250 and 251.1 

Section 250 of  the California Fish and Game Code states that “Except as otherwise authorized in these 
regulations or in the Fish and Game Code, resident game birds, game mammals and furbearing mammals may 
not be taken at any time.” Section 251.1 of  the California Fish and Game Code states that “Except as 
otherwise authorized in these regulations or in the Fish and Game Code, no person shall harass, herd or drive 
any game or nongame bird or mammal or furbearing mammal. For the purposes of  this section, harass is 
defined as an intentional act which disrupts an animal's normal behavior patterns, which includes, but is not 
limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering. This section does not apply to a landowner or tenant who drives or 
herds birds or mammals for the purpose of  preventing damage to private or public property, including 
aquaculture and agriculture crops.” Activities that result in the take or harassment of  a nongame mammal 
may also be considered in violation of  this code.  

California Native Plant Society 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a private plant conservation organization dedicated to the 
monitoring and protection of  sensitive species in California. CNPS has compiled an inventory comprised of  
the information focusing on geographic distribution and qualitative characterization of  rare, threatened, and 
endangered vascular plant species of  California.2 The list has served as a potential candidate list for listing as 
Threatened and Endangered by CDFW. CNPS has developed five categories of  rarity, referred to as 
California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPRs), of  which CRPRs 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are considered particularly 
sensitive: 

 CRPR 1A Presumed Extirpated in California and either Rare or Extinct elsewhere. 

 CRPR 1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere. 

 CRPR 2A Presumed Extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere. 

 CRPR 2B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 

 CRPR 3 Plants about which we need more information – a review list. 

 CRPR 4 Plants of  limited distribution – a watch list. 
                                                      
2 CNPS (California Native Plant Society). 2014. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California. California Native Plant 
Society: available online (http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi). 
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The CNPS appends CRPR categorizations with “threat ranks” that parallel the ranks used by the CNDDB, 
and are added as a decimal code after the CRPR (e.g., CRPR 1B.1). The threat codes are as follows: 

 1 – Seriously endangered in California (>80 percent of  occurrences threatened/high degree and 
immediacy of  threat); 

 2 – Fairly endangered in California (20 to 80 percent occurrences threatened); 

 3 – Not very endangered in California (<20 percent of  occurrences threatened or no current threats 
known). 

State of California Fish and Game Code, Section 1602 

Streambeds and other drainages that occur within the unincorporated areas are subject to regulation by the 
CDFW. Section 1602 of  the California Fish and Game Code requires any entity (e.g., person, state or local 
government agency, or public utility) who proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the 
natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, 
stream, or lake to notify the CDFW of  the proposed project. In the course of  this notification process, the 
CDFW will review the proposed project as it affects streambed habitats within the project area. The CDFW 
may then place conditions in the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate any potentially significant adverse impacts within CDFW jurisdictional limits. 

State of California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

If  a CWA Section 404 permit is not required for the project, the RWQCB may still require the issuance of  WDRs 
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, which regulates State water rights and water quality. The 
RWQCB may regulate isolated waters that are not under jurisdiction of  the USACE through issuance of  WDRs. 

5.4.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Figure 5.4-1, Plant Communities of  the Antelope Valley, shows the distribution of  plant communities on the valley 
floor part of  the Project Area. Figure 5.4-2, Plant Communities of  National Forest Lands, shows the distribution 
of  plant communities in the mountainous areas within the Project Area that are under the jurisdiction of  
Angeles National Forest and Los Padres National Forest.  

Antelope Valley Plant Communities  

The Antelope Valley region contains a unique assemblage of  plant communities different from other areas in 
the Mojave Desert. This region includes the foothills of  the Liebre Mountains in the Gorman area along the 
Valley floor of  the Antelope Valley below the Tehachapi Mountains, the Palmdale and Lancaster areas (the 
center of  the valley), the dry lake beds found at Edwards AFB, the foothills of  the Liebre (Ritter Ridge, Sierra 
Pelona areas), and areas within the northern San Gabriel Mountains (Kentucky Springs Canyon, Emma 
Ridge). In the eastern area of  the region, the valley is heavily influenced by desert wash areas that extend 
from Little Rock Creek and Big Rock Creek and other canyons draining out of  the San Gabriel Mountains. 
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The northeastern boundary is near Rodgers Lake on Edwards AFB. This area extends southward along the 
desert valley floor to the San Gabriel Mountain foothill areas, including Devil’s Punchbowl and Pinyon Ridge. 

The western area of  the Antelope Valley is characterized by large areas of  annual grassland, native annual 
grassland (wildflower fields), perennial grasslands (often comprised of  Indian rice grass (Stipa hymenoides); 
desert needle grass (Stipa speciosa); purple, nodding, or foothill needlegrass (Stipa pulchra, S. cernua, or S. lepida); 
squirreltail (Elymus elymoides); or other wild rye species (Elymus spp.), Joshua tree woodland, saltbush scrub, 
and large agricultural areas. This area is especially noted for the large spring wildflower displays, especially of  
California poppy (Eschscholzia californica). Other communities in this area include rabbitbrush scrub, mixed oak 
woodland, desert sage brush scrub, and juniper woodland. 

The ridgeline (San Andreas rift zone) above the valley floor contains large areas of  annual grassland, native 
annual grassland (wildflower fields), and perennial grasslands. The foothills contain large areas of  desert sage 
scrub, Great Basin sage scrub, and rabbitbrush scrub. Chaparrals in this area include chamise chaparral, 
manzanita chaparral, ceanothus chaparral, mixed chaparral, scrub oak chaparrals, gooseberry chaparral, and 
other chaparral types. Other communities include annual and perennial grasslands, juniper woodland, and 
gray pine woodland. However, it is the mixed oak woodlands, composed of  valley oak (Quercus lobata), blue 
oak (Quercus douglasii), and interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni) that characterize this segment of  the Plan Area. 
The lakes found in this area, such as Elizabeth Lake, Quail Lake, Lake Hughes, and Munz Lakes, provide 
important areas of  freshwater marsh and cottonwood-willow riparian forest habitats. Other riparian areas are 
found along the larger drainages and contain important stands of  cottonwood-willow forest, willow forest, or 
desert wash scrub habitats. 

The central part of  the Project Area, adjacent to the cities of  Palmdale and Lancaster, is generally 
characterized by large areas of  saltbush scrub, along with rabbitbrush scrub to the north of  the urbanized 
areas. Edwards AFB also contains areas of  alkali sink and alkali playa. Other characteristic habitats include 
native annual grasslands (wildflower fields) and annual grasslands to the west of  the developed areas. Other 
communities include rabbitbrush scrub, desert sage scrub, creosote bush scrub, juniper woodland, and Joshua 
tree woodland. The foothill regions to the south are characterized by juniper woodland, desert sage scrub, 
Great Basin sagebrush scrub, rubber rabbitbrush scrub, mixed chaparrals, semi-desert chaparral, and scrub 
oak chaparral. 

The eastern part of  the Project Area contains large areas of  creosote bush scrub, along with a mixed desert 
scrub, rabbitbrush scrub, Joshua tree woodland, and some smaller areas of  saltbush scrub. This area also 
contains scattered annual and perennial grasslands. There are large alluvial fans in this region that contain 
alluvial fan or desert wash scrub, semi-desert chaparral, and saltbush scrub.  

The foothill areas often contain desert sage scrub, mixed desert scrub, and rubber rabbitbrush scrub, along 
with Tucker’s oak chaparral, or semi-desert chaparral. This region also contains a number of  woodland 
communities including Joshua tree woodland, juniper woodland, pinyon-juniper woodland, and interior live 
oak woodland. The larger drainages may contain a cottonwood-willow or white alder riparian forest, which 
grades into an alluvial fan or desert wash scrub at the base of  the foothills. 
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Table 5.4-1, Plant Communities in the Antelope Valley, lists the plant communities in the valley floor and foothills 
of  the Project Area and their acreages.  

Table 5.4-1 Plant Communities in the Antelope Valley 
Plant Community Acres Plant Community Acres 

Desert sage scrub 10,555 Freshwater marsh 79 
Great Basin sagebrush scrub 783 Alkali marsh 238 
Creosote bush scrub 141,088 Mulefat scrub 8 

Desert mixed scrub 5,790 Willow riparian scrub 218 
Rabbitbrush scrub 44,633 Tamarisk riparian scrub  93 

Saltbush scrub 100,112 Desert olive scrub 106 
Alluvial fan sage scrub 2,988 White alder riparian forest 3 

Desert wash scrub 2,614 Cottonwood-willow riparian forest 613 
Chaparral- Ceanothus 156 Sycamore riparian woodland 85 
Chaparral- chamise 1,190 Gray pine woodland 212 
Chaparral- gooseberry 1 Mixed oak woodland 1,497 
Chaparral- manzanita 59 Buckeye woodland 14 
Semi-desert chaparral 3,988 Joshua tree woodland 44,319 
Oak chaparral  7,226 Juniper woodland 26,468 
Annual grassland & perennial 
grasslands 104,456 Pinyon-juniper woodland 823 

Achnatherum perennial grassland 617 Big-cone Douglas fir-canyon live 
oak forest 12 

Native annual grassland 4,675 Cliff and rock 63 
Disturbed grasslands 19 Agricultural  38,372 
Vernal pools 5 Open water 4,287 
Meadows 279 Developed 77,380 
Alkali sink scrub 4,734   
Alkali playa 5,846   

 

Angeles National Forest Vegetation 

The San Gabriel Mountains are located in the Transverse Mountain Range, mostly within Angeles National 
Forest. The area to the west of  Soledad Canyon is considered the Liebre Mountains while the remaining areas 
are considered the San Gabriel Mountain Range. The elevation in these mountains ranges from 800 ft. to 
10,000 ft. above mean sea level, providing a wide range of  habitats for plant communities.  

The lower cismontane slopes are characterized by coastal sage scrub, often characterized by California 
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), black sage (Salvia mellifera), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and 
other shrub species. Chaparral types are especially common on these slopes, including chamise chaparral, 
ceanothus chaparrals, manzanita chaparrals, mixed chaparral, and scrub oak chaparrals. Woodlands mostly 
consist of  oak woodlands characterized by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) or canyon live oak (Quercus 
chrysolepis). Big-cone Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga macrocarpa) forest may also be found in the canyons at lower 
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elevations. The larger drainages may contain riparian woodlands or forests comprised of  coast live oak, 
western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), or riparian forests dominated by various species of  willows (Salix spp.), 
and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), along with some Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii). White 
alder (Alnus rhombifolia) riparian forest is also common along these drainages. Alluvial fan sage scrub and 
sycamore alluvial woodland are found in the larger drainages of  the forest. Grasslands are also occasionally 
found on mesas and other areas, and consist of  both annual and perennial grassland communities. 

The mid-elevational ranges contain large areas of  various chaparrals, but also yellow pine forest. In the lower 
elevations this forest is generally composed of  Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), along with ponderosa and Jeffrey 
pine (Pinus ponderosa and P. jeffreyi). Higher elevations contain a forest with sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana), white 
fir (Abies concolor), incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens), and Kellogg oak (Quercus kelloggii). Chaparrals include 
interior live oak chaparral, manzanita chaparrals, and ceanothus chaparrals. The drainages may also contain 
canyon live oak forests, along with stands of  big-cone Douglas fir forests. The riparian area are generally 
comprised of  white alder and willow riparian forests, along with big-leaf  maple (Acer macrophyllum), black 
cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), and California bay (Umbellularia californica). Important wetland areas include 
mountain meadows, which contain California corn lily (Veratrum californicum), rushes (Juncus spp.), sedges 
(Carex spp.), willows, scented shooting star (Dodecatheon redolens), western columbine (Aquilegia formosa), 
cinquefoils (Potentilla spp.), willowherbs (Epilobium spp.), annual monkeyflowers (Mimulus spp.), sneeze weed 
(Helenium bigelovii), and other wetland species. 

Subalpine areas are comprised of  forests of  lodgepole pine (Pinus muricata) and limber pine (Pinus flexilis), 
along with some sugar pine and white fir. The chaparral is generally composed of  chinquapin (Chrysolepis 
sempervirens), snow bush (Ceanothus cordulatus), manzanitas (especially greenleaf  manzanita (Arctostaphylos 
patula)), rock spirea (Holodiscus discolor), rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa), and curl-leaf  mountain 
mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius). 

Alpine areas are found above the tree line and are composed of  a variety of  cushion-forming plants, such as 
hoary buckwheat (Eriogonum saxatile), Wright’s buckwheat (Eriogonum wrightii), and Kennedy buckwheat 
(Eriogonum kennedyi). 

The drier transmontane slopes generally contain yellow pine forest, oak woodlands, and various chaparral 
communities in the upper elevations. Below this area the communities are generally characterized by semi-
desert chaparral, Tucker’s oak chaparral, desert sage scrub, and juniper woodland. Annual and perennial 
grasslands are also occasionally found in these areas. 
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FIGURE 5.4-2
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The eastern part of  the range contains areas of  a pinyon-juniper woodland, comprised of  single-leaf  pinyon 
pine (Pinus monophylla) and California juniper (Juniperus californica), in association with California flannel bush 
(Fremontodendron californicum), antelope bush (Purshia tridentata), and curl-leaf  mountain mahogany. Juniper 
woodland and some Joshua tree woodland is also found on the lower slopes of  this range. Canyon live oak 
woodlands are found along mesic slopes of  the steeper canyons. Chaparral composed of  chamise chaparral, 
Tucker’s oak chaparral, ceanothus chaparral, interior live oak chaparral, and manzanita chaparral, along with 
semidesert chaparral are also commonly found on these slopes. Riparian communities generally consist of  
white alder riparian forests, cottonwood-willow riparian forests, canyon live oak riparian forest, willow 
riparian scrub, and mulefat scrub. Other areas contain desert wash scrub or alluvial fan sage scrub. 

Plant Community Descriptions 

Scrubs and Chaparral 

Coastal sage scrub community is characterized by California buckwheat, California sagebrush, black sage, 
encelia (Encelia spp.), orange bush monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), white sage (Salvia apiana), deerweed 
(Acmispon glaber), thickleaf  yerba santa (Eriodictyon crassifolium), common sand aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), and 
chaparral yucca (Hesperoyucca whipplei). Brittlebush (Encelia farinosa) is often found along the northern base of  
the San Gabriel Mountains, while purple sage (Salvia leucophylla) is found in the Liebre Mountains. 

Desert sage scrub is a community characterized by rosemary buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum ssp. 
polifolium), Cooper’s goldenbush (Ericameria cooperii var. cooperi), and narrowleaf  goldenbush (Ericameria 
linearifolia), bladderpod (Peritoma arborea), chaparral yucca, long-stemmed buckwheat (Eriogonum elongatum var. 
elongatum), rubber rabbitbrush, burrobush (Ambrosia dumosa), beavertail cactus (Opuntia basilaris), bush lupine 
(Lupinus excubitus ssp. austromantanus), and cheesebush (Ambrosia salsola). 

Creosote bush scrub is dominated by open stands of  creosote bush (Larrea tridentata). Commonly associated 
shrubs and subshrubs consist of  burrobush, Nevada tea (Ephedra nevadensis), winterfat (Krascheninnikovia 
lanata), cheesebush, paperbag bush (Scutellaria mexicana), Anderson’s boxthorn (Lycium andersonii), desert sage 
(Salvia dorrii), Cooper’s boxthorn (Lycium cooperi), sticky snakeweed (Gutierrezia microcephala), silver cholla 
(Cylindropuntia echinocarpa), and hopsage (Grayia spinosa). 

Saltbush scrub (Chenopod scrub) is characterized by a variety of  saltbush species, especially shadscale 
(Atriplex confertifolia), spinescale (Atriplex spinifera), allscale (Atriplex polycarpa), and four-wing saltbush (Atriplex 
canescens). Associated shrubs include alkali goldenbush (Isocoma acradenia), rubber rabbitbrush, goldenhead 
(Acamptopappus sphaerocephalus), budsage (Artemisia spinescens), cheesebush, hopsage, winterfat, and long-spine 
horsebrush (Tetradymia axillaris). 

Mixed desert scrub contains a mix of  characteristic species, especially Acton encelia (Encelia actoni), 
rosemary buckwheat, hairy yerba santa (Eriodictyon trichocalyx), desert sage, Mojave aster (Xylorhiza tortifolia var. 
tortifolia), goldenhead, Cooper’s goldenbush, longspine horsebrush, Cooper’s boxthorn, winterfat, cheesebush, 
and narrowleaf  goldenbush. Larger shrubs included desert almond (Prunus fasciculata), antelope bush, and, 
occasionally, California juniper. 
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Sagebrush scrub is dominated by Great Basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata). Other commonly found 
shrubs in this community consist of  rubber rabbitbrush, rosemary buckwheat, Nevada tea, Cooper’s 
goldenbush, four-wing saltbush, hopsage, winterfat, and Cooper’s boxthorn. 

Rabbitbrush scrub is characterized by stands of  rubber rabbitbrush, cheese weed, fourwing saltbush, and 
winterfat.  

Subshrub scrub is characterized by a variety of  subshrubs or perennial herbs. Characteristic species may 
include common sand aster, long-stemmed buckwheat, brush lupine, wright’s buckwheat (Eriogonum wrightii), 
cheese bush, and broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae). 

Narrowleaf  goldenbush-badderpod or bladderpod dominated scrub has been mapped in some localities. 

Yerba santa scrub comprised of  scrubs dominated by hairy yerba santa have been mapping in some areas. 
This mapping unit is usually found in alluvial washes. 

Chaparral is a complex community of  evergreen shrubs that is characterized by the dominant species. 
Chaparral communities include: 

 Chamise chaparral, characterized by chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) in monotypic stands or mixed 
with various species of  Ceanothus along with black sage, rosemary buckwheat, birch-leaf  mountain-
mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), California scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia), chaparral yucca, and 
hairy yerba santa;  

 Ceanothus chaparral, dominated by various species of  Ceanothus, such as buck brush (Ceanothus 
cuneatus), or Mojave ceanothus (Ceanothus vestitus), chaparral whitethorn (Ceanothus leucodermis), 
southern deer brush (Ceanothus integerrimus), hoary-leaved ceanothus (Ceanothus crassifolius), and 
other Cenanothus species;  

 Manzanita chaparral, dominated by various species of  manzanita, such as big berry manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos glauca) or Eastwood manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa);  

 Scrub oak chaparrals, dominated by various species of  scrub oak, such as California scrub oak, interior 
live oak, Tucker’s oak (Quercus john-tuckeri) or brewer’s oak (Quercus garryana var. breweri) and at times 
co-dominant with holly-leaved redberry (Rhamnus ilicifolia) or birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany;  

 Mountain mahogany chaparral, dominated by birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, or curl-leaf  mountain 
mahogany in more xeric, higher elevations. 

A more xeric chaparral (semi-desert chaparral) found on the desert slopes contains Tucker’s oak, Mojave 
ceanothus, desert almond, antelope brush, California flannel bush, ashy silktassel (Garrya flavescens), bush 
poppy (Dendromecon rigida), and Fremont bushmallow (Malacothamnus fremontii). Other xeric chaparrals 
identified in the region include: 
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 Desert almond chaparral, characterized by desert almond, rosemary buckwheat, narrowleaf  
goldenbush, hairy yerba santa, Acton encelia, cheesebush, antelope bush, longspine horsebrush, Nevada 
tea, and Cooper’s boxthorn; 

 Antelope bush chaparral, characterized by antelope bush, desert almond, and California juniper, with 
other shrubs including rosemary buckwheat, Acton encelia, paperbag bush, chaparral yucca, green 
ephedra (Ephedra viridis), goldenhead, Cooper’s boxthorn, desert sage, and narrowleaf  goldenbush;  

 Flannel bush chaparral, characterized by California flannel bush; other characteristic shrub species 
include Great Basin sagebrush, Tucker’s oak, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, Mojave ceanothus, hairy 
yerba santa, Acton encelia, canyon live oak, ashy silktassel, holly-leaved redberry, and Fremont 
bushmallow. 

Mid-montane and montane chaparral is found in the higher elevations of  the San Gabriel and Liebre 
mountains. In the mid-elevational areas the chaparral is composed of  chaparral whitethorn and deer brush, 
Eastwood manzanita, California flannel bush, and birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany. Montane chaparral 
consists of  chinquapin, mountain whitethorn, green leaf  manzanita, and curl-leaf  mountain mahogany. 

Other chaparral types include coffeeberry scrub/gooseberry scrub, a shrub community characterized by 
stands of  hoary coffeeberry (Frangula californica ssp. tomentella) and oak gooseberry (Ribes quercetorum), birch-
leaf  mountain-mahogany, holly-leaved cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), rubber rabbitbrush, sand wash butterweed 
(Senecio flaccidus), Oregon cherry (Prunus emarginata), and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea).  

Scrub oak chaparrals are generally composed of  interior live oak, scrub oak, Tucker’s oak, or interior live oak. 
A chaparral dominated by Tucker’s oak is an abundant community on the transmontane slopes of  the San 
Gabriel/Liebre Mountains. Other shrubs may include chamise, manzanitas, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, 
ceanothus, California flannel bush, interior goldenbush, Great Basin sagebrush, toyon, California juniper, 
rosemary buckwheat, blue elderberry, and holly-leaved redberry. 

Grasslands 

Annual grassland is characterized by naturalized annual grasses, especially cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), red 
brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), foxtail 
barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), wild oats (Avena barbata, A. fatua), rat tail fescue (Vulpia myuros), and 
schismus (Schismus barbatus). Typical forbs include filarees (Erodium cicutarium, E. botrys), fiddlenecks (Amsinckia 
menziesii, A. tessellata), dove weed (Croton setigerus), summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and tumble mustards 
(Sisymbrium spp.). 

Native annual grassland (wildlfower field) is often dominated by forbs, including California poppy, 
common sand aster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), California goldfields (Lasthenia gracilis), fiddlenecks, cryptantha 
(Cryptantha spp.), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), popcorn flowers (Plagiobothrys spp.), Fremont’s pincushion 
(Chaenactis fremontii), Bigelow’s tickseed (Leptosyne bigelovii), dobie pod (Tropidocarpum gracile), annual buckwheats 
(Eriogonum spp.), and many other forb species. Grasses include small fescue (Vulpia microstachys) and other 
naturalized annual grasses, such as cheat grass, red brome, ripgut brome, and schismus. 
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Perennial grassland may be dominated by needlegrass (Stipa cernua or S. pulchra), one-sided blue grass (Poa 
secunda), big squirreltail (Elymus multisetus), giant wild rye (Elymus condensatus), beardless wild rye (Elymus 
triticoides), Indian rice grass, or desert needle grass. 

Disturbed grassland (Mustard stands, Ruderal) is comprised of  an early successional grassland, 
characterized by early successional forbs and grasses found on disturbed sites. Species commonly found in 
these disturbed grasslands include Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), tumble mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum), 
filarees, Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii), schismus, brome grasses (Bromus spp.), and summer mustard. 

Woodlands 

Joshua tree woodland is characterized by an overstory of  Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia) and may be associated 
with California juniper, while the shrub understory is generally a creosote bush scrub or a mixed desert scrub 
community. Common associates include creosote bush, rosemary buckwheat, Nevada tea, Great Basin 
sagebrush, Acton encelia, Cooper’s boxthorn, rubber rabbitbrush, paperbag bush, and narrowleaf  
goldenbush. 

Pinyon-Juniper woodland is characterized by open stands of  single-leaf  pinyon pine and California juniper. 
Shrubs consist of  Great Basin sagebrush, Tucker’s oak, antelope bush, California flannel bush, desert 
almond, rosemary buckwheat, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, rubber rabbitbrush, big-berry manzanita, 
Mojave ceanothus, narrowleaf  goldenbush, and chaparral yucca. 

Juniper woodland is an open woodland with an overstory of  California juniper. Shrubs in this woodland 
include Great Basin sagebrush, rosemary buckwheat, narrowleaf  goldenbush, cheesebush, goldenhead, 
Cooper’s boxthorn, Acton encelia, silver cholla, and Cooper’s goldenbush. 

Willow riparian scrub is characterized by narrowleaf  willow (Salix exigua), mulefat, arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis), red willow (Salix laevigata), and black willow (Salix gooddingii). The understory may be composed of  
deergrass (Muhlenbergia rigens), saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and wild grape (Vitis giardiana). 

Montane riparian is a riparian community with white alder, cottonwoods, California bay, big-leaf  maple, 
willows, red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), and chokecherry (Prunus virginiana). 

Woodlands and Forests 

A variety of  oak woodlands are found in the region, and in the xeric regions these principally consist of: 

 Canyon live oak woodland/forest is characterized by canyon live oak, and may be associated with 
interior live oak, Tucker’s oak, Brewer’s oak, and black oak. Shrubs consist of  hoary coffeeberry, blue 
elderberry, California buckeye (Aesculus californica), birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, chamise, Great Basin 
sagebrush, and rubber rabbitbrush. In higher elevations, canyon live oak is associated with big-cone 
Douglas fir. 

 Blue oak woodland is characterized by blue oak along with gray pine, interior live oak, and California 
juniper. Commonly associated shrubs include Great Basin sagebrush, California buckeye, Tucker’s oak, 
and rubber rabbitbrush. 
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 Interior live oak woodland/forest is characterized by tree form interior live oaks with canyon live oak, 
Tucker’s oak, California buckeye, blue elderberry, holly-leaved redberry, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, 
and linear-leaved goldenbush. 

 Valley oak woodland is usually valley oak mixed with gray pine (Pinus sabiniana) and blue oak and is 
relatively uncommon in the region. Shrub species include chamise, rosemary buckwheat, and rubber 
rabbitbrush. 

 Kellogg oak or black oak woodland is generally found along the crest of  the Liebre Mountains and 
comprises open stands of  black oak along with interior live oak, gray pine, and big-cone Douglas fir. 
Shrubs consist of  California buckeye, hoary coffeeberry, blue elderberry, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, 
and chaparral whitethorn. 

 Coast live oak woodland/forest is a woodland to forest of  coast live oak along with blue elderberry, 
birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, canyon live oak, interior live oak, holly-leaved redberry, black sage, 
rosemary buckwheat, and occasionally with western sycamore. Woodlands in the Liebre Mountains 
contain California buckeye, narrowleaf  goldenbush, and canyon or interior live oak. 

Buckeye woodland is an open woodland comprising stands of  California buckeye. 

Walnut woodland is an open woodland of  southern California black walnut (Juglans californica) that is often 
found in open savannah area or associated with coast live oak. Common shrubs consist of  toyon (Heteromeles 
arbutifolia), lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), blue elderberry, and holly-leaved redberry. 

Holly-leaved cherry woodland is a woodland of  large holly-leaved cherry shrubs that are found in alluvial 
washes. It is often associated with toyon, blue elderberry, or holly-leaved redberry. In more xeric areas it may 
occur with California juniper or antelope brush. 

Mixed oak woodland is a mapping category used for a mix of  oak species, such as blue oak, canyon live 
oak, or Tucker’s oak, with gray pine and California juniper. 

Gray pine woodland is a woodland characterized by an overstory of  gray pine. Associated trees may include 
blue oak, Tucker’s oak, and interior live oak. Shrubs often consist of  rosemary buckwheat, big berry 
manzanita, birch-leaf  mountain-mahogany, and hairy yerba santa. 

Big-cone Douglas fir-canyon live oak forests comprise stands of  big-cone Douglas fir associated with 
canyon live oak. Associated shrubs include interior live oak, manzanitas, California coffeeberry, ashy silktassel, 
and California bay. At higher elevations this forest may also be associated with yellow pine. 

Yellow pine forest/woodland (lower montane coniferous forest, dry mixed conifer forest) is found in 
the higher elevations of  the study area, and generally consists of  Coulter pine, along with Jeffrey pine and 
ponderosa pine. Pinyon pine may be found at the lower elevation of  this community on the north side of  the 
San Gabriel Mountains. Other commonly associated species include canyon live oak, blue elderberry, interior 
live oak, black oak, and big-cone Douglas fir. Shrubs are a variety of  manzanita and Ceanothus species. Higher 
elevation forests (yellow pine forest) are composed of  sugar pine, white fir, Jeffrey pine, black oak, and 
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incense cedar. Shrubs are comprised of  chinquapin, snow bush, rabbitbrush, and Greenleaf  manzanita. The 
more mesic slopes of  these forests have been mapped as a moist mixed-conifer forest. 

Canyon live oak forest (mixed evergreen) is characterized by stands of  canyon live oak and interior live 
oak, mixed with some yellow pine in mesic canyons. 

Upper elevation coniferous forest is characterized by sugar pine, white fir, incense cedar, along with some 
ponderosa pine. 

Subalpine forests are composed of  forests of  lodgepole pine and limber pine, along with some sugar pine 
and white fir. The chaparral is generally composed of  chinquapin, snow bush, manzanitas (especially 
Greenleaf  manzanita), rock spirea, rubber rabbitbrush, and curl-leaf  mountain mahogany. 

Riparian 

Desert wash scrub is characterized by Great Basin sagebrush, desert almond, scalebroom (Lepidospartum 
squamatum), rubber rabbitbrush, cheeseweed, desert olive, Cooper’s goldenbush and wash butterweed, 
narrowleaf  goldenbush, Acton encelia, creosote bush, paperbag bush, hopsage, rosemary buckwheat, hairy 
yerba santa, green ephedra, winterfat, desert sage, and sandpaper plant (Petaloynx thurberi). 

Alluvial fan sage scrub is characterized by scalebroom along with rubber rabbitbrush, Great Basin 
sagebrush, rosemary buckwheat, hairy yerba santa, sand wash butterweed, Califonia coffeeberry (Frangula 
californica), chaparral yucca, narrowleaf  goldenbush, Acton encelia, skunk bush (Rhus aromatica), white sage, 
Nevada tea, poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), blue elderberry, holly-leaved cherry, California buckeye, 
Tucker’s oak, paperbag bush, hairy yerba santa, black sage, and beavertail cactus. Some wash areas are 
dominated by stands of  chaparral yucca. 

Riparian herb is composed of  rabbit’s foot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), monkey flowers such as the seep 
monkey flower (Mimulus guttatus), curly dock (Rumex crispus), water cress (Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum), toad 
rush (Juncus bufonius), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), willow smart weed (Persicaria lapathifolia), tarragon 
(Artemisia dracunculus), sedges, annual sunflower (Helianthus annuus), and bulrushes (Bolboschoenus or 
Schoenoplectus spp.). 

Desert olive scrub is a patchy scrub of  desert olive (Forestiera pubescens) found in ephemeral washes. Often 
found with mulefat, deergrass, and narrowleaf  willow. 

Mulefat riparian scrub is dominated by mulefat; sometimes arroyo willow, narrowleaf  willow, or blue 
elderberry may also be present. 

Willow riparian scrub is characterized by narrowleaf  willow, arroyo willow, mulefat, red willow, and black 
willow. Other shrubs include blue elderberry, poison oak, skunk bush, toyon, shrubby dogwoods (Cornus 
spp.), and holly-leaved redberry. The understory may be composed of  giant wild rye, deergrass, saltgrass, wild 
grape, wild rose (Rosa californica), and California blackberry (Rubus ursinus). Higher elevation riparian scrubs 
contain red osier dogwood, chokecherry, dusky willow (Salix melanopsis), and scouler’s willow (Salix scouleriana). 
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Tamarisk riparian scrub is characterized by dense stands of  Mediterranean tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima). 
These stands are often mixed with willows, canyon live oak, mulefat, scalebroom, and other riparian shrubs. 

Willow riparian forest comprises tree-forming willows, usually black willow or red willow, but also yellow 
willow (Salix lasiandra var. lasiandra). The shrub layer consists of  arroyo willow, blue elderberry, mulefat, and 
narrowleaf  willow. The understory is composed of  poison oak, wild grape, Durango root (Datisca glomerata), 
blackberry, and mugwort. 

Cottonwood/willow riparian forest has an overstory of  Fremont cottonwood or uncommonly black 
cottonwood, along with tree-forming willows, including red willow, yellow willow, or black willow. Below this 
canopy is a shrub layer composed of  arroyo willow, narrowleaf  willow, or mulefat. Wild grape, blackberry, 
and poison oak may be common in the understory. 

White alder riparian forest is characterized by stands of  white alder, willows, cottonwoods, mulefat, 
California bay, and big-leaf  maple. The understory may consist of  shrubby willows, mulefat, wild blackberry, 
and poison oak. 

Sycamore riparian woodland is an open woodland of  western sycamore, coast live oak, and blue elderberry. 
Shrubs often consist of  mulefat, holly-leaved red berry, holly-leaved cherry, scalebroom, giant wild rye, and 
poison oak. 

Coast live oak riparian forest is a riparian forest with an overstory of  coast live oak. Other species include 
western sycamore, blue elderberry, or species of  willows. Other shrubs often include toyon, holly-leaved 
redberry, giant wild rye, coffeeberry, and poison oak. A valley oak riparian forest is found at a few localities in 
the northwest corner of  the Project Area. 

Valley oak riparian woodland is a riparian community with an overstory of  valley oak along with red willow, 
black willow, arroyo willow, and narrowleaf  willow.  

Canyon live oak riparian forest comprises stands of  canyon live oak with white alder, willows, big-leaf  
maple, toyon, skunk bush, and holly-leaved redberry. 

Seasonal Wetlands and Marshes 

Freshwater marshes are often characterized by cattails (Typha spp.), bulrushes (Schoenoplectus spp.), rushes, 
sedges, spikerush (Eleocharis spp.), beardless wild rye, marsh evening primrose (Oenothera elata), Baltic rush 
(Juncus balticus ssp. ater), alkali bulrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus), sturdy sedge (Carex alma), and common reed 
(Phragmites australis). The invasive broad-leaved peppergrass (Lepidium latifolium) is found in some marsh areas. 

Alkali meadow is a community characterized by saltgrass, alkali heath, docks (Rumex spp.), spikerush, alkali 
sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), alkali weed (Cressa truxillensis), scratch grass (Muhlenbergia asperifolia), and lizard tail 
(Anemopsis californica). 

Alkali marsh is composed of  narrowleaf  cattail (Typha domingensis), common bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus var. 
occidentalis), alkali bulrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus ssp. paludosus), along with arrow weed (Pluchea sericea), 
smartweeds (Persicaria and Polygonum spp.), sedges, and curly dock. 
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Alkali sink scrub is composed of  iodine bush (Allenrolfea occidentalis), boraxweed (Nitrophila occidentalis), 
Mojave sea-blite (Suaeda nigra), alkali heath (Frankenia salina), alkali sacaton, spearscale (Atriplex covillei), basin 
wild rye (Elymus cinereus), wire stemmed popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys leptocladus), big squirreltail, and rusty 
molly (Kochia californica).  

Alkali playas are often bare, dry, open areas that are seasonally flooded or saturated and may have open 
cover of  wire-stemmed popcorn flower, alkali pepper grass (Lepidium dictyotum), spearscale, alkali barley 
(Hordeum depressum), boraxweed, or spearscale. 

Freshwater seeps are formed from springs and often contain a riparian herb community, including such 
species as seep monkey flower, sedges, rushes, ferns, sticky eupatorum (Ageratina adenophora), and other 
species. 

Vernal pools are typically composed of  wire-stemmed popcorn flower, annual hairgrass (Deschampsia 
danthonioides), alklai peppergrass, and valley pineapple weed (Matricaria occidentalis). 

Ephemeral ponds (swales) are seasonal wetlands that may not meet the criteria of  a vernal pool. Typical 
species include wire-stemmed popcorn flower, knotweed (Polygonum spp.), docks, five-hook bassia (Bassia 
hyssopifolia), or other mesic species. 

Montane meadows are characterized by California corn lily, rushes, sedges, willows, scented shooting star, 
western columbine, cinquefoils, willowherbs, annual monkeyflowers, and sneeze weed. 

Alpine  

Alpine areas are found above the tree line and are composed of  a variety of  cushion-forming plants, such as 
hoary buckwheat, Wright’s buckwheat, and Kennedy buckwheat. 

Cliff and Rock 

Cliff  and rock habitats consist of steep cliff  faces or rock outcrops may be barren or contain an assortment 
of  vascular plants, lichens, and mosses. These can include xeric and mesic cliff  faces as well as rock outcrops 
or buttes. 

Lakes, Reservoirs, and Desert Dry Lakes 

Open water (lakes, reservoirs, and basins) consist of  open bodies of  water found in the natural lakes and 
reservoirs in the region. This also includes the open water of  the Los Angeles Aqueduct. 

Desert dry lakes/playas are large desert playas, found at Rosmand and Rogers dry lakes. These areas may 
be dry for decades before they fill as ephemeral, shallow lakes. 

Watercourses 

Watercourses consist of  ephemeral washes, intermittent and perennial streams, and flood control channels 
that are generally unvegetated. Some maps have noted these washes as a barren mapping unit.  
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Ephemeral washes are generally unvegetated sandy washes found within ephemeral channels. Some 
scattered vegetative cover consists of  rubber rabbitbrush, cheesebush, Cooper’s boxthorn, sand wash 
butterweed, narrowleaf  goldenbush, desert sage, and hairy yerba santa. Herbaceous species may include 
Mojave sand verbena (Abronia pogonantha), Mojave sand plant (Nicoletta occidentalis), western tansy mustard 
(Descurania pinnta), desert pincushion (Chaenactis fremonti), and other common desert annuals. Shrubs often 
include toyon, holly-leaved redberry, coffeeberry, or poison oak.  

Other Habitats 

Agricultural consists of  dryland and irrigated crops, along with orchards and vineyards that are found in the 
region. 

Ornamental includes various ornamental tree and shrub plantings. 

Developed habitats consist of  developed sites in rural and urban areas. 

Wildlife 

The habitats and wildlife in the Project Area are among the most diverse in the State. The valley portion of  the 
Project Area, where development under the Proposed Project would be concentrated, supports a range of  arid 
communities, mainly annual and perennial grasslands, saltbush and creosote scrubs, chaparrals, alluvial fan scrub, 
alkali sink, alkali playa, and Joshua tree woodland.  

These habitats support diverse sedentary and migratory bird species. Typical species include the mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), 
western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), common raven (Corvus corax), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), rock wren 
(Salpinctes obsoletus), Le Conte's thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), and sage sparrow (Artemisiospiza belli). The region 
supports a diverse resident and seasonal list of  raptoral species, some of  which are increasingly rare, such as 
the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), and 
rough-legged hawk (Buteo lagopus).  

Amphibian populations are generally restricted to moister areas where water is readily available, such as 
riparian areas along canyon bottoms and ponding features. Representative amphibian species found in the 
Project Area include northern Pacific tree frog (Pseudacris regilla), California toad (Anaxyrus boreas halophilus), 
and the non-native American bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus). 

The rich reptile fauna of  the Project Area include California side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana elegans), 
Great Basin collared lizard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii), northern 
desert iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis dorsalis), western zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus draconoides rhodostictus), 
northern desert horned lizard (Phrynosoma platyrhinos platyrhinos), desert night lizard (Xantusia vigilis), red racer 
(Coluber flagellum piceus), northern Mohave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutulatus scutulatus), and long-nosed snake 
(Rhinocheilus lecontei). 

The Project Area also supports a wide variety of  mammal species. Representative mammal species commonly 
found within the Project Area are the desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida), Antelope ground squirrel 
(Ammospermophilus leucurus), Merriam's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami), little pocket mouse (Perognathus l. 
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longimembris), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audobonii), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert kit fox 
(Vulpes macrotis arsipus), coyote (Canis latrans), and badger (Taxidea taxus). 

Sensitive Resources 

Figure 5.4-3, Designated Critical Habitat, shows the locations of  critical habitat for federally listed wildlife 
species occurrences in the Project Area. The proposed San Gabriel Canyon SEA contains critical habitat for 
Braunton’s milk-vetch.  

Sensitive Plant Communities 

The CNDDB identifies 16 sensitive plant communities in the Project Area3: canyon live oak ravine forest, 
Mojave riparian forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern 
cottonwood-willow riparian forest, southern mixed riparian forest, southern riparian forest, southern riparian 
scrub, southern sycamore alder riparian woodland, southern willow scrub, valley needlegrass grassland, valley 
oak woodland, wildflower field, vernal pool, Southern California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker stream, and 
Southern California threespine stickleback stream.  

Sensitive Plants 

The Project Area potentially supports approximately 130 special-status plant species that are federal and/or 
state listed (e.g., endangered or threatened) and/or considered rare by the CNPS. Special-status plant species 
in the Project Area are summarized in Table 5.4-2, Special-Status Plant Species. Among these are federal- and/or 
state-listed species, including San Fernando Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina), spreading 
navarretia (Navarretia fossalis), Bakersfield cactus (Opuntia basilaris var. treleasei), and California Orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia californica). 

Sensitive Wildlife 

The Project Area supports more than 70 special-status wildlife species that are federal and/or state listed (e.g., 
endangered or threatened) and/or considered a Species of  Special Concern by the CDFW. Special-status 
animal species in the Project Area with known, recorded occurrences are summarized in Table 5.4-3, Special-
Status Wildlife Species. Among these are 15 federal- and/or state-listed species, including the California condor 
(Gymnogyps californianus), desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus), least Bell’s vireo 
(Vireo belli pusillus), southern mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa), unarmored threespine stickleback 
(Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 
swainsoni), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), desert tortoise, Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae), 
and western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus). 

The Project Area contains designated critical habitat for the arroyo toad, desert tortoise, southern mountain 
yellow-legged frog, and Santa Ana sucker, which are shown in Figure 5.4-3, Designated Critical Habitat. 

                                                      
3 The CDFW (2010) is currently using a new, more detailed vegetation classification system that renders the classification used in its 
CNDDB obsolete. The new classification system is based on dominant plant species rather than “community types”, and will result in 
a more lengthy list of sensitive communities. It is recommended that the new classification system be used for project-level reviews. 
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Growth Form 
Blooming Period* Known Localities in the Project Area 

Bryophytes 
Slender silver moss 
Anomobryum julaceum 

— — 2B.2 Damp rock and soil substrates on 
outcrops and road cuts in broad-
leafed upland forest, lower 
montane coniferous forest, and 
North Coast coniferous forest 
communities between 100 and 
1,000 m asl. 

Moss 
N/A 

San Gabriel Mountains: Waterman Mountain 
 

Ferns and allies 
Western spleenwort 
Asplenium vespertinum 

— — 4.2 Rocky habitats in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, and coastal 
scrub communities between 800 
and 1,000 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
February – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: San Gabriel River 
Canyon, Eaton Canyon, Santa Anita Canyon, 
Millard Canyon. 

Scalloped moonwort 
Botrychium crenulatum 

— — 2B.2 Bogs and fens, lower montane 
coniferous forest, meadows and 
seeps, freshwater marshes and 
swamps and upper montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 1,268 and 3,280 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
June – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: northeast slope Mt. San 
Antonio, Lytle Creek (San Bernardino County) 

bluish spike-moss 

Selaginella asprella 

  4.3 Granitic, rocky. Cismontane 
woodland, Lower montane 
coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, Subalpine coniferous 
forest, Upper montane coniferous 
forest 
1600-2700 m  

Perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
July  

San Gabriel Mountains: Little Rock Creek, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, San Antonio Canyon, Mt. Waterman, 
Mescal Creek, San Gabriel River Canyon, Mt. 
Islip, Kratka Ridge, Devil’s Canyon, etc. 

Sonoran maiden fern 
Thelypteris puberula var. 
sonorensis 

— — 2B.2 Meadows, seeps and streams 
between 50 and 610 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
January – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Roberts Canyon, Fern 
Canyon, Van Tassel Canyon, Santa Anita 
Canyon, Eaton Canyon etc. 
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Dicots 
Heart-leaved thorn-mint 
Acanthomintha obovata ssp. 
cordata 

— — 4.2 Clay soils in openings in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
pinyon-juniper woodland, and 
valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 785 and 
1,540 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – July 

Liebre Mountains: Ridge Route, Oso Canyon. 

Parish's oxytheca 
Acanthoscyphus parishii var. 
parishii4 

— — 4.2 Sandy or gravelly soils in 
chaparral and lower montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 1,220 and 2,600 m asl. 

Annual herb 
June – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mescal Canyon, Pacifico 
Mountain, Mt. Gleason, Table Mountain, Big Rock 
Creek, Mt. Waterman, Mt. Williamson, Dawson 
Saddle, Mt. Wilson, Mt. Hawkins, Twin Peaks, etc. 

California androsace 
Androsace elongata ssp. acuta 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, meadow, seep, 
pinyon-juniper woodland, and 
valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 150 and 
1,200 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

Liebre Mountains: Leona Valley, west and north of 
Quail Lake, Sierra Pelona, Santiago Canyon 
(Little Rock Creek, San Gabriel Mountains) 

San Gabriel manzanita 
Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. 
gabrielensis 

—  1B.2 Chaparral (rocky)  
595 - 1500 m  
 

perennial 
evergreen shrub 
March 

West San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Gleason area, 
Mill Creek Summit, Aliso Canyon, East Pacifico 
Mountain, east of Mill Creek, Glendora Ridge 
Road, Chilao Flat, Charlton Flats, Pinyon Flats. 

Interior manzanita 
Arctostaphylos parryana ssp. 
tumescens 

— — 4.3 Montane chaparral and 
cismontane woodland 
communities between 2,100 and 
2,310 m asl. 

Evergreen shrub 
February – April 

West San Gabriel Mountains: Road to Mt. 
Gleason, Mill Creek Summit, Chilao Flat, Pacifico 
Mountain, Sulfur Springs Campground. 

Crested milk-vetch 
Astragalus bicristatus 

— — 4.3 Sandy or rocky, carbonate soils in 
lower and upper montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 1,700 and 2,745 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
May – August 

East San Gabriel Mountains: Table Mountain, 
Swarthout Valley. 

                                                      
4 See Oxytheca parishii var parishii in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
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Blooming Period* Known Localities in the Project Area 

Braunton's milk-vetch 
Astragalus brauntonii 

FE — 1B.1 Limited to carbonate soils 
(limestone outcrops), usually on 
recent burns or disturbed areas in 
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, 
closed-cone forest, and grassland 
communities between 4 and 640 
m asl. 

Perennial herb 
January – 
August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Monrovia 

San Antonio milk-vetch 
Astragalus lentiginosus var. 
antonius 

— — 1B.3 Dry slopes in lower montane 
coniferous forest and uppGer 
montane coniferous forest 
communities between 1,500 and 
2,600 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
April – June 

East San Gabriel Mountains: Swarthout Canyon, 
East Blue Ridge, Pinyon Ridge, Praire Fork, etc. 

Big Bear Valley woollypod 
Astragalus leucolobus 

— — 1B.2 Rocky habitats in lower and upper 
montane coniferous forest, pebble 
plain, and pinyon-juniper 
woodland communities between 
1,750 and 2,665 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
May – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Swarthout Canyon, 
northwest of Big Pines, Table Mountain, etc. 

Lancaster milk-vetch 
Astragalus preussi var. laxiflorus 

— — 1B.1 Chenopod scrub habitats around 
700 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
March – May 

Antelope Valley, Edwards AFB, Lancaster. 

Nevin’s barberry 
Berberis nevinii 

FE SE 1B.1 Sandy or gravelly habitats on 
steep north-facing slopes and in 
low-grade washes in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, and coastal 
and riparian scrub communities 
between 274 and 825 m asl  

Perennial 
evergreen shrub 
March-June 

San Gabriel Mountains, Arroyo Seco, Claremont, 
Cobal Canyon, Wildwood Canyon 
Liebre Mountains: San Francisquito Canyon 
(which are thought to be introduced). 

Lincoln rockcress 
Boechera lincolnensis 

— — 2B.3 Chenopod scrub and Mojavean 
desert scrub communities 
between 1100 and 1205 m asl.  

Perennial herb 
March – May 

Ripley Desert Woodland State Park, needs 
verification.  

Brewer's calandrinia 
Calandrinia breweri 

— — 4.2 Sandy or loamy soils in disturbed 
or burned sites within chaparral 
and coastal scrub communities 
between 10 and 1,220 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

San Gabriel Mountains, West Fork San Gabriel 
River, Santa Anita Canyon,., Arroyo Seco. 
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Round-leaved filaree 
California macrophylla5 

— — 1B.1 Clay soils in cismontane 
woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland communities between 
15 and 1200 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – May 

Liebre Mountains: Elizabeth Lake, Castaic Lake, 
north of Quail Lake, Newhall 

Peirson's morning-glory 
Calystegia peirsonii 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, chenopod scrub, 
cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, lower montane coniferous 
forest, valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 30 and 
1500 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains: Leona-Anaverde Valley, 
Bouquet Canyon, Lake Hughes, Elizabeth Lake 
area, Texas Canyon, Sierra Pelona Valley & 
Ridge, Portal-Ritter Ridge, San Francisquito 
Canyon, Red Fox Canyon, Plum Canyon, Mint 
Canyon, Newhall Ranch, Castaic lake area, Fish 
Canyon, Soledad Canyon. 
San Gabriel Mountains: Big Rock Creek, Devil’s 
Punch Bowl. 

Lewis' evening-primrose 
Camissoniopsis lewisii 

— — 3 Sandy or clay soils in coastal bluff 
scrub, cismontane woodland, 
coastal dunes, coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 0 and 300 
m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – May 
(June) 

Liebre Mountains, Soledad Canyon. 

White pygmy-poppy 
Canbya candida 

— — 4.2 Gravelly and sandy soils in Joshua 
tree woodland, Mojavean desert 
scrub, and pinyon-juniper 
woodland communities between 
600 and 1,460 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

Palmdale, Lancaster;  
San Gabriel Mountains: Black Butte Rd., Pinyon 
Hills, Little Rock Creek. 

Mount Gleason Indian paintbrush 
Castilleja gleasoni6 

— Rare 1B.2 Granitic habitats in open flats or 
slopes in granitic soil in chaparral, 
lower montane coniferous forest, 
pinyon-juniper woodland 
communities between 1,160 and 
2,170 m asl; restricted to the San 
Gabriel Mountains 

Perennial herb 
(hemiparasitic) 
May – June 

West San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Gleason area, 
Messenger Peak, Bare Mountain Canyon, 
Pacoima Canyon, Mill Creek Summit, Horse Flat, 
Chilao Flat, Little Rock Creek, Pacifico Mountain, 
Mendenhall Ridge 
Liebre Mountains—Knapp Ranch, west end 
Liebre Mountain. 

                                                      
5 Treated as Erodium macrophyllum in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
6 See Castilleja pruinosa in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
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Mojave paintbrush 
Castilleja plagiotoma 

— — 4.3 Alluvial Great Basin scrub, Joshua 
tree woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest, and pinyon-
juniper woodland communities 
between 300 and 2,500 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
(hemiparasitic) 
April – June 

Lancaster 
San Gabriel Mountains: Pinyon Hills, Holcomb 
Ridge, Big Rock Creek, Kentucky Springs. Hunt 
Canyon, Little Rock Creek.  

San Fernando Valley spineflower 
Chorizanthe parryi var. 
fernandina 

FC SE 1B.1 Sandy soils in coastal scrub and 
valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 150 and 
1220 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – July 

Liebre Mountains: Elizabeth Lake (historic), 
Newhall Ranch 

Parry's spineflower 
Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi 

— — 1B.1 Sandy or rocky habitats and 
openings in chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, valley 
and foothill grassland communities 
between 275 and 1220 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – June 

Lancaster (historic) 
Liebre Mountains: Texas Canyon 
Cismontane base of the San Gabriel Mountains.  

Mojave spineflower 
Chorizanthe spinosa 

— — 4.2 Chenopod scrub, Joshua tree 
woodland, and Mojavean desert 
scrub communities between 6 and 
1,300 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – July 

Liebre Mountains, west and north of Quail Lake, 
Lancaster, Rosamond, Muroc Lake,  

White-bracted spineflower 
Chorizanthe xanti var. leucotheca 

— — 1B.2 Sandy or gravelly substrates 
(washes) in Mojave Desert scrub 
and pinyon-juniper woodland 
communities between 300 and 
1,200 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Lytle Creek, Lone Pine 
Canyon, southwest Mormon Rocks (San 
Bernardino County) 
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Kern Canyon clarkia 
Clarkia xantiana ssp. parviflora 

— — 4.2 Sandy and rocky soils on slopes 
and roadsides within chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, Great 
Basin scrub, and valley and foothill 
grassland communities between 
700 and 3,620 m asl. 

Annual herb 
May – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Rock Creek, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, Santiago Canyon, Bare Mountain 
Canyon, Little Rock Creek, Pinyon Ridge. 

Monkey-flower savory 
Clinopodium mimuloides7 

— — 4.2 Stream banks and mesic habitats 
within chaparral, and North Coast 
coniferous forest communities 
between 305 and 1,800 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
June – October 

San Gabriel Mountains: Arroyo Seco Canyon, Mill 
Creek, Moody Canyon. 

Clokey's cryptantha 
Cryptantha clokeyi 

— — 1B.2 Mojavean desert scrub 
communities between 725 and 
1365 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April 

Antelope Valley, California Poppy Reserve 
San Gabriel Mountains: Mill Creek Canyon, Aliso 
Canyon. 

Desert cymopterus  
Cymopterus deserticola 

— — 1B.2 Sandy substrate in Joshua tree 
scrub and Mojavean desert scrub 
communities between 630 and 
1500 m asl.  

Perennial herb 
March – May 

Reported from Kern & San Bernardino Counties: 
Muroc (Rodgers) Lake, Edwards AFB. 

Mt. Pinos Larkspur 
Delphinium parryi ssp. 
purpureum 

  4.3 Mojanvean desert scrub, pinyon-
Juniper woodland, chaparral. 
1000-2600m asl. 

Perennial herb 
May-June 

Liebre Mountains: Pine Canyon Rd., West 
Lancaster Rd. 

Slender-horned spineflower 
Dodecahema leptoceras 

FE SE 1B.1 Sandy soils in flood-deposited 
terraces and washes in alluvial 
scrub communities between 200 
and 760 m asl 

Annual herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains, Bee Canyon 
San Gabriel Mountains, Big Tujunga Wash. 

Ewan's cinquefoil 
Drymocallis cuneifolia var. ewanii 

— — 1B.3 Lower montane coniferous forest 
(near seeps and springs) and 
meadow and seep communities 
between 1900 and 2400 m asl.  

Perennial herb 
June – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: montane areas, e.g., Mt. 
Islip, Little Jimmy Camp, Dawson Saddle, Big 
Rock Creek, etc. 

San Gabriel River dudleya 
Dudleya cymosa ssp. crebrifolia 

— — 1B.2 Granitic cliffs and outcrops in 
chaparral communities between 
275 and 457 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
April – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Fish Canyon, Sawpit 
Canyon, Roberts Canyon. 

                                                      
7 See Satureja mimuloides in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
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San Gabriel Mountains dudleya 
Dudleya densiflora 

— — 1B.1 In crevices and on decomposed 
granite of cliffs and canyon walls 
in chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, lower 
montane coniferous forest, and 
riparian woodland communities 
between 244 and 610 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
March – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: San Gabriel Canyon, Fish 
Canyon, Roberts Canyon,  

Hoover's eriastrum 
Eriastrum hooveri 

DL — 4.2 Sometimes gravelly. Chenopod 
scrub, pinyon-juniper woodland, 
Valley and foothill grassland 
50-915 m 

Annual Herb 
March - July  
 

Antelope Valley: Lancaster, Palmdale, north of 
Palmdale, Rosamond Dry Lake. 

Rosamond eriastrum 
Eriastrum rosamondense 

— — 1B.1 Alkaline hummocks, often sandy. 
Chenopod scrub (openings), 
Vernal pools (edges) 
700-715 m 

Annual Herb 
April-July 

Antelope Valley, Lancaster. 

San Jacinto Mountains daisy 
Erigeron breweri var. jacinteus 

— — 4.3 rocky. Subalpine coniferous forest, 
Upper montane coniferous forest 
2700-2900 m 

perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
June-September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. San Antonio, Big 
Rock Creek, Mt. Baden-Powell, Mt. Hawkins. 

Tehachapi buckwheat 
Eriogonum callistum 

  1B.1 Limestone substrate in openings 
in chaparral 
1400-1500m 

Perennial herb 
May-July 

Liebre Mountains: Oso Canyon in Kern County, 
near the LA County boundary 

Southern alpine buckwheat 
Eriogonum kennedyi var. 
alpigenum 

— — 1B.3 Granitic, gravelly soils in alpine 
boulder and rock field and 
subalpine coniferous forest 
communities between 2,600 and 
3,500 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
July – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Baden-Powell, North 
Baldy, Mt. Williamson, Throop Peak. 

Johnston's buckwheat 
Eriogonum microthecum var. 
johnstonii 

— — 1B.3 Rocky habitats of granite or 
limestone on slopes and ridges 
within subalpine coniferous forest 
and upper montane coniferous 
forest communities between 1,829 
and 2,926 m asl. 

Deciduous shrub 
July – 
September 

East San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. San Antonio, 
Williamson Peak. 
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Alpine sulfur-flowered buckwheat 
Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
minus 

— — 4.3 Gravelly. Subalpine coniferous 
forest, Upper montane coniferous 
forest 
1800 – 3068 m 

Perennial Herb 
June-September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Baden-Powell, Mt. 
San Antonio, Dawson Saddle, Mt. Waterman, 
Throop Peak. Mt. Williamson, Mt. Islip. 

Fort Tejon sunflower 
Eriophyllum lanatum var. hallii 

  1B.1 Woodland, Chaparral Areas 
11-1500m 

Perennial herb 
May-July 

Kern County near Castaic lake & just north of the 
LA County boundary. 

Barstow woolly sunflower 
Eriophyllum mohavense 

— — 1B.2 Chenopod scrub, Mojavean desert 
scrub and playa communities 
between 500-960 m asl.  

Annual herb 
Mar – May 

El Mirage Valley, Kern County; Edwards AFB. 

Pine green-gentian 
Frasera neglecta 

— — 4.3 Lower montane coniferous forest, 
pinyon-juniper woodland, Upper 
montane coniferous forest 
1400 – 2500 m 

Perennial Herb 
May-July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Chilao, Horse Flats, 
Swarthout Valley, Charlton Flat, Mt. Waterman, 
Table Mountain, Big Rock Creek, Mt. Gleason. 

San Antonio Canyon bedstraw 
Galium 
angustifoliumGaliumangustifolium 
ssp. gabrielense 

— — 4.3 Chaparral, Lower montane 
coniferous forest 
1200 – 2650 m 

Perennial Herb 
April-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: San Antonio Canyon, San 
Gabriel Canyon, Mt. Lowe, Etiwanda Peak, 
Etiwanda Peak, Iron Mountain, Prairie Fork, 
Sawpit Dam, Crystal Lake. 

San Gabriel bedstraw 
Galium grande 

— — 1B.2 Open chaparral and low, open oak 
forest; on rocky slopes between 
425 and 1,500 m asl. 

Deciduous shrub 
January – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Van Tassel Ridge, Mt. 
Wilson Trail, Cold Springs Canyon, Winter Creek 
Trail, Chantry Flat. 

Jepson's bedstraw 
Galium jepsonii 

— — 4.3 Granitic, rocky or gravelly. Lower 
montane coniferous forest, Upper 
montane coniferous forest 
1540 – 2500 m  

perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
July- August 
 

San Gabriel Mountains: Chilao Flat, Little Rock 
Creek, Pacifico Mountain, Ontario Peak, 
Cloudburst Summit, Mt. Waterman. 

Johnston's bedstraw 
Galium johnstonii 
 

— — 4.3 Chaparral, Lower montane 
coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, riparian woodland 
1220 – 2300 m 

Perennial Herb 
June- July 

San Gabriel Mountains: found scatted through the 
range at mid-elevation e.g., Jackson Flat, Chilao 
Flat, Mt. Gleason, Horse Flats, Table Mountain, 
Big Rock Creek, Little Rock Creek, Juniper Hills, 
etc. 

Cuyama gilia 
Gilia latiflora ssp. cuyamensis 

— — 4.3 Pinyon-juniper woodland (sandy) 
595 – 2000 m 

Annual Herb 
April-June 

Liebre Mountains: Ritter Ridge, Liebre Mountain 
San Gabriel Mountains, Little Rock Creek. 
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Golden goodmania 
Goodmania luteola 
 

— — 4.2 Alkaline or clay. Mojavean desert 
scrub, Meadows and seeps, 
Playas, Valley and foothill 
grassland 
20-2200 m 

Annual Herb  
April-August 

Antelope Valley: Lancaster, Palmdale, Rosamond 
Dry Lake. 

Abrams' alumroot 
Heuchera abramsii 

— — 4.3 Upper montane coniferous forest 
(rocky) 
2800-3500 m  

perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb July-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. San Antonio, Mt. 
Waterman, Dawson Summit. 

Urn-flowered alumroot 
Heuchera caespitosa 

— — 4.3 Rocky. Cismontane woodland, 
Lower montane coniferous forest, 
riparian forest (montane), Upper 
montane coniferous forest 
1155 – 2650 m 

Perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
May-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Baden-Powell, 
Rincon-Red Box; Mendenhall Ridge, Mt. Wilson, 
Little Jimmy Springs, San Gabriel River Canyon, 
Mt. Gleason, Mt. Lowe, Mt. San Antonio, Mt. Islip 
& other localities. 

Mesa horkelia 
Horkelia cuneata ssp. puberula 

— — 1B.1 Sandy or gravelly sites in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
and coastal scrub communities 
between 70 and 810 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
February – July 
(September) 

San Gabriel Mountains: Claremont, Altadena, 
Millard Canyon, Arroyo Seco, San Gabriel River 
Canyon. 

San Gabriel Mountains sunflower 
Hulsea vestita ssp. gabrielensis 

— — 4.3 Lower and upper montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 1,500 and 2,500 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
May – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Gleason, Pacifico 
Mountain, Chilao Flat, Devil’s Backbone, 
Mendenhall Ridge, Mill Creek Summit, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, & other localities. 

Parry's sunflower 
Hulsea vestita ssp. parryi 

— — 4.3 Rocky, granitic or carbonate 
openings within lower montane 
coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, and upper montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 1370 and 2895 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
April – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Chilao Flats, Mt. San 
Antonio. 

Southern California black walnut 
Juglans californica 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland 
and coastal scrub communities 
between 50 and 900 m asl. 

Deciduous tree 
March – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Pacoima Canyon, San 
Gabriel River Canyon, Clear Creek, etc. 
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Pale-yellow layia 
Layia heterotricha 

— — 1B.1 Alkaline or clay soils in 
cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, pinyon-juniper woodland, 
and valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 300 and 
1705 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

Antelope Valley: Lancaster, northwest of 
Palmdale. 

Fragrant pitcher sage 
Lepechinia fragrans 

— — 4.2 Chaparral communities between 
20 and 1,310 m asl. 

Shrub 
March – October 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, 
Falls Canyon, Arroyo Seco, Palmer Canyon, Mt. 
Wilson Rd., Grizzly Flat Road, etc. 

Ross’s pitcher sage 
Lepechinia rossii 

— — 1B.2 Soils derived from fine-grained, 
reddish sedimentary rock in 
chaparral communities between 
305 and 790 m asl. 

Perennial shrub 
May – 
September 

Liebre Mountains: Red Mountain, Ruby Canyon, 
Sespe Canyon. 

Robinson's pepper-grass 
Lepidium virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

— — 4.3 Dry soils in chaparral and coastal 
scrub habitats between 1 and 835 
m asl. 

Annual herb 
January – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Pacoima Canyon, San 
Gabriel Canyon, San Dimas Canyon, Claremont, 
Graveyard Canyon, Rincon-Red Box. 

Short-sepaled lewisia 
Lewisia brachycalyx 

— — 2.2 Mesic habitats in lower montane 
coniferous forest, meadow and 
seep communities between 1370 
and 2300 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
February – June 

San Gabriel Mountains, Mt. San Antonio. 

San Gabriel linanthus 
Linanthus concinnus 

— — 1B.2 Rocky soils and openings in 
chaparral, lower montane 
coniferous forest, and upper 
montane coniferous forest 
communities between 1520 and 
2800 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mill Creek Canyon, Aliso 
Canyon, Big Rock Creek, Waterman Mountain, 
Pacifico Mountain, Mt. Lowe, Valyermo, Vincent 
Gulch, Mescal Canyon, Burkhart Saddle, Largo 
Vista Rd., Dawson Saddle, Winston Peak, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, North Fork Lytle Creek, etc. 

Sagebrush loeflingia 
Loeflingia 
squarrosaLoeflingiasquarrosa 
var. artemisiarum 

— — 2B.2 Sandy flats, dunes and sandy 
areas around clay slicks within 
Great Basin scrub, Sonoran desert 
scrub and desert dunes 
communities between 700 and 
1615 m asl; associated with 
Sarcobatus, Atriplex, Tetradymia, 
etc. 

Annual herb 
April – May 

Antelope Valley: Four Points, east of Sunrise, 
Rosamond Dry Lake, Rogers Dry Lake. 
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Silky lupine 
Lupinus elatus 

— — 4.3 Lower montane coniferous forest, 
Upper montane coniferous forest 
1500 – 3000 m 

Perennial Herb 
June-August  

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Pacifico, Swarthout 
Valley, Mt. Waterman to Dawson Saddle area, 
Little Rock Creek, etc. 

Interior bush lupine 
Lupinus excubitus var. johnstonii 

— — 4.3 Decomposed granitic. Chaparral, 
Lower montane coniferous forest 
1500 – 2500 m 

Perennial Herb 
May- July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Gleason, Mt. Islip, Mt. 
Waterman, Table Mountain, Cloudburst Summit, 
etc. 

Peirson’s lupine 
Lupinus peirsonii 

— — 1B.3 Decomposed granite slide and 
talus on slopes and ridges within 
Joshua tree woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest, pinyon-
juniper woodland, and upper 
montane coniferous forest 
communities between 1000 and 
2000 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
April – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Devil’s Punchbowl, Big 
Rock Creek, Mt. Baden Powell, Burkhart Saddle, 
Caruthers Creek, Dawson Saddle, Mt. Islip, etc. 

Davidson’s bushmallow 
Malacothamnus davidsonii 

— — 1B.2  Sandy washes within cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, riparian 
woodland and chaparral between 
180 and 855 m asl. 

Deciduous shrub 
June – January 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, 
Little Tujunga Canyon, Pacoima Canyon, Mescal 
Creek, Horse Flats, Swarthout Valley. 

Sylvan microseris 
Microseris sylvatica 
 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Great Basin scrub, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, Valley and foothill 
grassland (serpentinite) 
45 – 1500 m  

Perennial Herb 
March-June 

Liebre Mountains: West of Quail Lake, Elizabeth 
Lake. 

Johnston's monkeyflower 
Mimulus johnstonii 
 

  4.3  Lower montane coniferous forest 
(scree, disturbed areas, rocky or 
gravelly, roadside) 
975 – 2920 m  

Annual Herb 
May-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Little Rock Creek, Big 
Rock Creek, Hunt Canyon, Horse Flat, 
Mendenhall Ridge, Mt. Wilson, Mt. San Antonio, 
Mt. Williamson, etc. 
Liebre Mountains, Piru Ponds. 

Tehachapi monardella 
Monardella linoides ssp. oblonga 

— — 1B.3 Lower montane coniferous forest, 
pinyon-juniper woodland, and 
upper montane coniferous forest 
communities between 900 and 
2,470 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
June – August 

Liebre Mountains, Tejon Pass. 
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Gray monardella 
Monardella 
australisMonardellaaustralis ssp. 
cinerea 

  4.3 Lower montane coniferous forest, 
Subalpine coniferous forest, Upper 
montane coniferous forest 
1800 – 3050 m  

perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb  
July-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Pacifico Mountain, Mt. 
Hawkins, Mt. San Antonio, Mt. Islip, Cloudburst 
Summit. 

Hall's monardella 
Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii 

— — 1B.3 Dry slopes and ridges within 
broadleaved upland forest, 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
lower montane coniferous forest, 
and valley and foothill grassland 
communities between 730 and 
2195 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
June – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Evey Canyon, San Dimas 
Canyon. 

Rock monardella 
Monardella saxicola 

  4.2 Rocky, usually serpentinite. 
Closed-cone coniferous forest, 
Chaparral, Lower montane 
coniferous forest 
500 – 1800 m  

Perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
June-September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. San Antonio, Evey 
Canyon, San Dimas Canyon, Palmer Canyon. 

California spineflower 
Mucronea californica 

— — 4.2 Sandy. Chaparral, Cismontane 
woodland, Coastal dunes, Coastal 
scrub, Valley and foothill 
grassland 
0-1400 m 

Annual Herb 
March - August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Wash, Little 
Tujunga Wash, San Gabriel Canyon. 

Spreading navarretia 
Navarretia fossalis 

FT — 1B.1 Vernal pools, chenopod scrub, 
marshes, swamps and playas on 
San Diego hardpan and San 
Diego claypan soils between 30 
and 1300 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – June 

Antelope Valley, west of Lancaster 
Liebre Mountains: Plum Canyon, Curzan Mesa. 

Piute Mountains navarretia 
Navarretia setiloba 

— — 1B.1 Clay or gravelly loam soils in 
cismontane woodland, pinyon-
juniper woodland, and valley and 
foothill grassland communities 
between 305 and 2100 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – July 

Liebre Mountains: Cruzan Mesa, Quail Lake area. 

Robbins' nemacladus 
Nemacladus secundiflorus var. 
robbinsii 

— — 1B.2 Openings within chaparral, valley, 
and foothill grassland communities 
between 350 and 1700 m asl.  

Annual herb 
April – June 

San Gabriel Mountains, Big Rock Creek 
Liebre Mountains, Sierra Pelona. 
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Short-joint beavertail 
Opuntia basilaris var. 
brachyclada 

— — 1B.2 Sandy soil or coarse granitic loam 
within chaparral, Joshua tree 
woodland, Mojavean desert scrub, 
pinyon-juniper woodland and 
riparian woodland communities 
between 425 and 1,800 m asl. 

Perennial stem 
succulent 
April – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Kentucky Springs 
Canyon, Hunt Canyon, Mt. Emma Rd., Mill Creek, 
Valyermo, Mescal Creek, Big Rock Creek, Largo 
Vista, Big John Flat, Table Mountain, Pinyon 
Ridge, Little Rock Creek, Alimony Ridge, Santiago 
Canyon, Carr Canyon, Little Rock Wash, Kitter 
Canyon, Bare Mountain, Canyon, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, etc. 
Liebre Mountains: Ritter Ridge, Portal Ridge, 
Leona Valley, south Elizabeth Lake (plants in the 
Liebre Mountains are considered unconfirmed for 
this taxon). 

Bakersfield cactus 
Opuntia basilaris var. treleasei8 

FE SE 1B.1 Sandy or gravelly soils in 
chenopod scrub, cismontane 
woodland, and valley and foothill 
grassland communities between 
120 and 55 m asl. 

Perennial stem 
succulent 
April – May 

Liebre Mountains, Gorman Hills. 

Woolly mountain-parsley 
Oreonana vestita 

— — 1B.3 High ridges, scree, talus or gravel 
in lower montane coniferous 
forest, subalpine coniferous forest, 
and upper montane coniferous 
forest, between 1,615 and 3,500 
m asl. 

Perennial herb 
May – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. San Antonio, Mt. Islip, 
Dawson Saddle, Mt. Hawkins, Mt. Baden Powell. 
Burkhart Saddle. Ridge above Holcomb Canyon. 

Rock creek broomrape 
Orobanche valida ssp. valida 

— — 1B.2 Parasitic on various chaparral 
shrubs on slopes of loose 
decomposed granite within 
chaparral, pinyon-juniper 
woodland communities between 
1,250 and 2,000 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
parasitic 
May – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Rock Creek, Van 
Tassel Ridge, Horse Canyon, Lytle Creek, Big 
Tujunga Creek, Lookout Mountain. 

                                                      
8 USFWS uses the name Opuntia treleasei. 
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Tehachapi ragwort 
Packera ionophylla 

— — 4.3 Granitic, rocky. Lower montane 
coniferous forest, Upper montane 
coniferous forest 
1500 – 2700m  

Perennial Herb 
June - July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Table Mountain, Little 
Rock Creek, Mt. Islip, Pacifico Mountain, Big Rock 
Creek, Swarthout Valley, Mescal Canyon, Mt. 
Hawkins, Mt. Gleason. 

San Bernardino grass-of-
Parnassus 
Parnassia cirrata var. cirrata9 

— — 1B.3 Mesic habitats, sometimes in 
calcareous soils, within lower 
montane coniferous forest, 
meadows, seeps, and upper 
montane coniferous forest 
communities between 1250 and 
2440 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
August – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains, San Gabriel River 
Canyon. 

Adobe yampah 
Perideridia pringlei 

  4.3 Serpentinite, often clay. Chaparral, 
Cismontane woodland, Coastal 
scrub, pinyon-juniper woodland 
300-1800 m  

Perennial Herb 
April-June  

Liebre Mountains: Sawmill Mountain Burnt Peak, 
Portal Ridge, Ritter Ridge, Sierra Pelona, 
Elizabeth Lake, west and north of Quail Lake 
Antelope Valley, south of Palmdale 
Acton 
San Gabriel Mountains: Carr Canyon, Little Rock 
Creek. 

Transverse Range phacelia 
Phacelia exilis 

  4.3 Sandy or gravelly. Lower montane 
coniferous forest, Meadows and 
seeps, Pebble (Pavement) plain, 
Upper montane coniferous forest 
1100-2700 m 

Annual Herb 
May-August 

San Gabriel Mountains, Swarthout Valley. 

Hubby's phacelia 
Phacelia hubbyi10 

— — 4.2 Gravelly, rocky, talus habitats in 
chaparral, coastal scrub, and 
valley and foothill grassland from 0 
to 1000 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains,Pine Canyon 
Newhall Ranch, Castaic Mesa 
San Gabriel Mountains: Little Tujunga Canyon, 
San Dimas Canyon. 

                                                      
9 See Parnassia cirrata in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
10 Treated as Phacelia cicutaria var. hubbyi in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
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Mojave phacelia 
Phacelia mohavensis 

— — 4.3 Sandy or gravelly soils within 
cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest, 
meadow, seep, and pinyon-juniper 
woodland communities between 
1,400 and 2,500 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Swarthout Valley, Mescal 
Creek, Little Rock Creek, Horse Flats, Mt. 
Waterman, Chilao Creek, Big Tujunga Canyon, 
Sulfur Spring. 

South coast branching phacelia 
Phacelia ramosissima var. 
austrolitoralis 

— — 4.2 Sandy, sometimes rocky habitats 
in chaparral, coastal dune, coastal 
scrub, and coastal salt marsh and 
swamp communities between 6 
and 300 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
March – August 

San Gabriel Mountains, Pacoima Canyon. 

woolly chaparral-pea 
Pickeringia montana var. 
tomentosa 

— — 4.3 Gabbroic, granitic, clay. 
Chaparral 
0 - 1700 meters  
 

evergreen shrub 
May - August 

San Gabriel Mountains, CCC Ridge. 

Parish's popcorn-flower 
Plagiobothrys parishii 

— — 1B.1 Alkaline, mesic habitats within 
Great Basin scrub and Joshua 
tree woodland communities 
between 750 and 1400 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

Antelope Valley: Lovejoy Springs, Lake Los 
Angeles. 

Fish's milkwort 
Polygala cornuta var. fishiae11 

— — 4.3 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
and riparian woodland 
communities between 100 and 
1,000 m asl. 

Deciduous shrub 
May – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Santa Anita Canyon, Mt. 
Wilson. 

Ewan's cinquefoil 
Potentilla glandulosa ssp. ewanii 

— — 1B.3 Edges of seeps and springs in 
lower montane coniferous forest, 
meadow and seep communities 
between 1900 and 2400 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
June – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Islip, Dawson Saddle, 
Lily Springs, Big Rock Creek, Dorr Canyon. 

White rabbit-tobacco 
Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum12 

— — 2B.2 Sandy or gravelly soils in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, and riparian 
woodland habitats between 0 and 
2100 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
(July) August – 
November 
(December) 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Wash, 
Arroyo Seco, Eaton Canyon. 

                                                      
11 Includes Polygala cornuta var. pollardii.Eas 
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San Gabriel oak 
Quercus durata var. gabrielensis 

— — 4.2 Chaparral and cismontane 
woodland communities within the 
San Gabriel Mountains between 
450 and 1,000 m asl. 

Evergreen shrub 
April – May 

San Gabriel Mountains: Commonly found along 
the base of the cismontane slopes of the 
mountains from Claremont to Big Tujunga 
Canyon. 

Engelmann oak 
Quercus engelmannii 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
riparian woodland, Valley and 
foothill grassland 
50 – 1300 m  

Perennial 
deciduous tree 
March-June 

San Gabriel Mountains: occasionally found along 
the base of the cismontane slope, e.g., 
Claremont, Pasadena, Sawpit Canyon, etc. 

Coulter's matilija poppy 
Romneya coulteri 

— — 4.2 Often in burns. Chaparral, Coastal 
scrub 
20-1200m 

Perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
March-June 

San Gabriel Mountains, Fish Canyon. 

Parish's rupertia 
Rupertia rigida 

— — 4.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Lower montane coniferous forest, 
Meadows and seeps, Pebble 
(Pavement) plain, Valley and 
foothill grassland. 
700-2500 m 

perennial herb 
June-August 
 

San Gabriel Mountains, Millard Canyon. 

San Gabriel ragwort 
Senecio astephanus 

— — 4.3 rocky slopes. Coastal bluff scrub, 
Chaparral 
400-1500 m 

Perennial Herb 
May-July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Mt. Lowe, Mt. Wilson, 
Cortelyou Spring.  

Salt spring checkerbloom 
Sidalcea neomexicana 

— — 2B.2 Alkali playas and brackish 
marshes within chaparral, coastal 
scrub, lower montane coniferous 
forest, Mojavean desert scrub, and 
playa communities between 15 
and 1530 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
March – June 

Liebre Mountains: Elizabeth Lake, Lake Hughes. 

Chickweed oxytheca 
Sidotheca caryophylloides 

— — 4.3 Lower montane coniferous forest 
(sandy) 
1114 – 2600 m  

Annual Herb 
July-September  

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, Mill 
Creek Canyon, Winston Peak, Kratka Ridge, Mt. 
Waterman, Mt. San Antonio. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
12 Treated in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual as Gnaphalium leucocephalum. 
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Mason’s neststraw 
Stylocline masonii 

— — 1B.1 Sandy habitats within chenopod 
scrub and pinyon-juniper 
woodland communities between 
100 and 1200 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – May 

Liebre Mountains, Soledad Canyon, east of Acton. 

San Bernardino aster 
Symphyotrichum defoliatum13 

— — 1B.2 Cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, lower montane coniferous 
forest, meadows, seeps, marshes, 
swamps, vernally mesic valley and 
foothill grassland, and near 
ditches, streams, and springs 
between 2 and 2040 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
July – November 

San Gabriel Mountains: San Gabriel River 
Canyon (historic). 

Greata’s aster 
Symphyotrichum greatae14 

— — 1B.3 Mesic habitats in broadleaved 
upland forest, chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, riparian 
woodland and lower montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 300 and 2010 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
June – October 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, Mill 
Creek Canyon, Little Rock Creek, San Gabriel 
River Canyon, Clear Creek, Dalton Canyon, 
Arroyo Seco, Santiago Canyon, Bare Mountain 
Canyon, etc. 
Liebre Mountains, Cienega Campground (Fish 
Canyon). 

Lemmon's syntrichopappus 
Syntrichopappus lemmonii 

— — 4.3 Sandy or gravelly soils within 
chaparral and Joshua tree 
woodland communities between 
860 and 1760 m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – May 

Liebre Mountains, Quail Lake area 
Antelope Valley, Palmdale 
Liebre Mountains, Soledad Canyon 
San Gabriel Mountains: Little Rock Creek, Mt. 
Emma, Kentucky Springs, Shoemaker Canyon, 
Pacifico Mountain, Carr Canyon. 

Silvery false lupine 
Thermopsis californica var. 
argentata 

— — 4.3 Lower montane coniferous forest, 
pinyon-juniper woodland 
665 – 1595 m 

perennial 
rhizomatous 
herb 
April-October 

Antelope Valley, Manzana 
Liebre Mountains: Liebre Mountain, Horse Camp 
Canyon, Bald Mountain. 

                                                      
13 A synonym of Aster bernardinus in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
14 Treated as Aster greatae in the 1993 edition of The Jepson Manual. 
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Grey-leaved violet 
Viola pinetorum ssp. grisea 

— — 1B.3 Meadows, seeps, subalpine 
coniferous forest, and upper 
montane coniferous forest 
communities between 1500 and 
3400 m asl. 

Perennial herb 
April – July 

San Gabriel Mountains, Table Mountain. 

Monocots 
Mt. Pinos onion 
Allium howellii var. clokeyi 

— — 1B.3 Great Basin scrub and pinyon-
juniper woodland communities 
between 1,300 and 1,800 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains,Castaic Cayon. 

Thread-leaved brodiaea 
Brodiaea filifolia 

FT SE 1B.1 Openings, often in clay soils, 
within chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, playa, 
valley and foothill grassland, and 
vernal pools communities between 
25 and 860 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
March – June 

San Gabriel Mountains, Glendora, Morgan 
Canyon. 

Catalina mariposa lily 
Calochortus catalinae 

— — 4.2 Native perennial and foothill 
grasslands, coastal sage scrub 
and cismontane woodland 
communities, between 15 and 700 
m asl 

Bulbiferous herb 
(February) 
March – June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Chilao, Glendora, 
Wildwood Canyon, San Dimas Canyon 

Club-haired mariposa lily 
Calochortus clavatus var. 
clavatus 

— — 4.3 Rocky soils, in chaparral, coastal 
sage scrub, and grassland 
communities between 75 and 
1,300 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains: Gorman, Boquet Canyon, 
Texas Canyon 
Santa Clarita 
San Gabriel Mountains, Claremont. 

Slender mariposa-lily 
Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis 

— — 1B.2 Shaded foothill canyons, often on 
grassy slopes within chaparral and 
coastal scrub communities 
between 360 and 1000 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
April – June 

Liebre Mountains: Soledad Canyon, Bouquet 
Canyon. Texas Canyon, Ruby Canyon, Liebre 
Gulch, Posey Canyon, Mint Canyon, Bee Canyon, 
Dry Canyon, Del Sur Ridge, Sierra Pelona Ridge, 
San Francisquito Canyon Osito Flat, Bear 
Canyon, Portal Ridge, 
Newhall, Santa Clarita 
San Gabriel Mountains, Cattle Canyon. 
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Palmer’s mariposa lily 
Calochortus Calochortuspalmeri 
var. palmeri var. palmeri 

— — 1B.2 Mesic habitats in chaparral, lower 
montane coniferous forest, 
meadow and seep communities 
between 1000 and 2390 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
April – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Charlton Flat, Devil’s 
Punchbowl, Juniper hills, Pinyon Flats, Little Rock 
Creek, Glendora Mountain, Boulder Canyon Wash 

Plummer’s mariposa lily 
Calochortus plummerae 

— — 1B.2 Rocky and sandy sites, usually of 
granitic or alluvial material in 
coastal scrub, chaparral, valley 
and foothill grassland, cismontane 
woodland, and lower montane 
coniferous forest communities 
between 100 and 1700 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
May – July 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, Mt. 
Wilson, Claremont, Mill Creek Canyon, San 
Antonio Canyon & other localities. 

Alkali mariposa-lily 
Calochortus striatus 

— — 1B.2 Alkaline meadows and ephemeral 
washes within chaparral, 
chenopod scrub, Mojavean desert 
scrub and meadows between 70 
and 1595 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
April – June 

Antelope Valley: Lancaster, northwest Lancaster, 
Challenger Way, Sierra Hwy, Mira Loma Det. 
Center, Fox Airfield, Palmdale, Lovejoy Springs, 
Rosamond dry lake 

Hot springs fimbristylis 
Fimbristylis thermalis 

— — 2B.2 Alkaline habitats near hot springs 
within meadow and seep 
communities between 110 and 
1340 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
July – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains, San Gabriel River 
Canyon. 

Pine fritillary 
Fritillaria pinetorum 
 

— — 4.3 granitic or metamorphic. 
Chaparral, Lower montane 
coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper 
woodland, Subalpine coniferous 
forest, Upper montane coniferous 
forest 
1735 – 3300 m 

perennial 
bulbiferous herb 
May-September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Swarthout Valley, Mt. 
Williamson, Mt. Islip, Mt. San Antonio, Timber 
Mountain, Mt. Hawkins. 

Vernal barley 
Hordeum intercedens 

— — 3.2 Saline flats and depressions in 
coastal dune, coastal scrub, valley 
and foothill grassland and vernal 
pool communities between 5 and 
1,000 m asl. 

Annual herb 
March – June 

Liebre Mountains,Castaic Lake. 
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California satintail 
Imperata brevifolia 

— — 2B.1 Mesic, often alkaline, habitats 
within chaparral, coastal scrub, 
Mojavean desert scrub, meadow, 
seep, and riparian scrub 
communities between 0 and 500 
m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
September – 
May 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Tujunga Canyon, Fish 
Canyon. 
 

Southwestern spiny rush 
Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii 

— — 4.2 Mesic and alkaline habitats in 
coastal dune, meadow, seep, 
marsh and swamp communities 
between 3 and 900 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
May – June 

Liebre Mountains: Castaic Creek, Grasshopper 
Canyon,  

Duran’s rush 
Juncus duranii 

_ _ 4.3 Meadows & seeps, riparian scrub, 
montane coniferous forest, 1780-
2800masl. 

Perennial 
Rhizomatous 
herb 
July-August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Columbine Spring, 
Buckhorn Flat, Dawson Saddle, Lily Spring, Little 
Rock Creek, Dorr Cyn. 

Ocellated Humboldt lily 
Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum15 

— — 4.2 Openings in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, lower montane coniferous 
forest, and riparian woodland 
communities between 30 and 
1,800 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
March – July 
(August) 

San Gabriel Mountains, Big Tujunga Canyon, San 
Gabriel River Canyon, Arroyo Seco, Fish Canyon, 
San Dimas Canyon, Bear Gulch, etc. 
Liebre Mountains, Red Fox Canyon 

Lemon lily 
Lilium parryi16 

— — 1B.2 Wet, mountainous terrain, 
generally in forested areas, shady 
streamsides, and open, boggy 
meadows and seeps between 
1220 and 2745 m asl. 

Bulbiferous herb 
July – August 

San Gabriel Mountains: Little Rock Creek, Lamel 
Spring, Little Jimmy Spring, Pacifico Mountain, 
Columbine Spring, Buckhorn Canyon, Sheep 
Camp Spring, San Gabriel River Canyon, Mt. 
Waterman, etc. 

California muhly 
Muhlenbergia californica 

— — 4.3 Mesic habitats in chaparral, 
coastal scrub, lower montane 
coniferous forest, meadow, seep, 
and stream bank communities 
between 100 and 2,000 m asl. 

Rhizomatous 
herb 
June – 
September 

San Gabriel Mountains: Big Rock Creek, Arroyo 
Seco Canyon, Cow Canyon, San Antonio Canyon, 
San Gabriel River Canyon, Eaton Canyon, Big 
Tujunga Canyon, etc. 

                                                      
15 Includes Lilium humboldtii var. bloomerianum and L. fairchildii. 
16 CNPS listing includes Lilium parryi var. kessleri. 
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Crowned muilla 
Muilla coronata 

  4.2 Chenopod scrub, Joshua tree 
woodland, Mojavean desert scrub, 
pinyon-juniper woodland 
765 – 1960 m  

Perennial 
bulbiferous herb 
March-May 

Antelope Valley: Lancaster, northwest Palmdale 
San Gabriel Mountains, Pinyon Hills. 

California Orcutt grass 
Orcuttia californica 

FE SE 1B.1 Vernal pools between 15 and 660 
m asl. 

Annual herb 
April – August 

Liebre Mountains: Cruzan Mesa, Plum Canyon. 

Chaparral rein orchid 
Piperia cooperi 

— — 4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, 
Valley and foothill grassland 
15 – 1585 m  

Perennial Herb 
March-June 

San Gabriel Mountains: Arroyo Seco, Fish 
Canyon, San Gabriel River Canyon, Claremont. 

Narrow-petaled rein orchid 
Piperia leptopetala 

— — 4.3 Cismontane woodland, Lower 
montane coniferous forest, Upper 
montane coniferous forest 
380 – 2225 m 

Perennial Herb 
May-July 

San Gabriel Mountains, San Dimas Canyon. 

* = Months given in parentheses indicate dates on which unusually early or late flowering records have been reported 
N/A = Information not available 
 
STATUS ABBREVIATIONS 
Federal CRPR lists CRPR threat ranks 
FE: federally listed as Endangered 1A: presumed extirpated in California 0.1: seriously threatened in California 
FT: federally listed as Threatened 1B: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 0.2: fairly threatened in California 
FC: federal Candidate for listing as Endangered or Threatened 2A: presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere 0.3: not very threatened in California 
  2B: rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more 
State  common elsewhere 
SE: state listed as Endangered 3: more information needed to determine rarity 
ST: state listed as Threatened 4: limited distribution 
SC: state Candidate for listing as Endangered or Threatened 
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Insects 
San Gabriel Mountains elfin 
butterfly 
Callophrys mossii hidakupa 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Restricted to cliffside habitats in the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains at elevations of 3,000 to 
5,500 feet. Host plant is Sedum spathulifolium. 

Cuckoo wasp 
Ceratochrysis longimala 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Reported from Hungry Valley, five miles south of Gorman. 
 

San Gabriel Mountains blue 
butterfly 
Plebejus saepiolus aureolus 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

The San Gabriel blue, an undescribed subspecies, is believed to be extinct. It lived in wet meadows of the 
big pine recreation area in the San Gabriel Mountains until the U.S. Forest Service drained the meadows. 
Food plant is Trifolium wormskioldii.  

San Emigdio blue butterfly 
Plebulina emigdionis 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Often near streambeds, washes, or alkaline areas from the Owens Valley south to the Mojave River, and 
west into Bouquet and Mint Canyons. Associated with four-wing saltbush. 

Fish 
Santa Ana sucker 
Catostomus santaanae 

FT, FSS SSC — Habitat generalist, but prefers sand, rubble, or boulder bottoms, in cool, clear water with algae to graze. The 
individuals reported from the Santa Clara River west of Acton, several miles west of Antelope Valley Plan 
Area border, were probably introduced there. 

Unarmored threespine 
stickleback 
Gasterosteus aculeatus 
williamsoni 

FE, FSS SE, CDFW Fully 
Protected 

— Cool, clear water with abundant vegetation in weedy pools, backwaters and among emergent vegetation at 
the stream edge in small Southern California streams. Reported from Santa Clara River west of Acton, 
several miles west of Project Area border, and from San Francisquito Canyon in the Angeles National 
Forest.  

Arroyo chub 
Gila orcuttii 

FSS SSC — Slow water stream sections with mud or sand bottoms. Feeds heavily on aquatic vegetation and associated 
invertebrates. Introduced into the Santa Clara River west of Acton, several miles west of Project Area border. 

Santa Ana speckled dace 
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 

FSS SSC — Requires permanent flowing streams with summer water temperatures of 17 to 20 degrees C. Usually 
inhabits shallow cobble and gravel riffles. Known from headwaters of the Santa Ana and San Gabriel Rivers, 
with best habitat in tributaries to Cogswell Reservoir (Angeles National Forest). 

Amphibians 
Arroyo toad 
Anaxyrus californicus 

FE SSC — Rivers, washes or intermittent streams with sandy banks, willows, cottonwoods and sycamores within valley-
foothill, desert riparian and desert wash communities in semi-arid regions; loose gravelly areas of streams in 
drier parts of range. Known from Little Rock Creek on northern edge of Angeles National Forest (within 
proposed SEA).  

San Gabriel Mountains 
slender salamander 
Batrachoseps gabrieli 

FSS — — Known from the San Gabriel Mountains from San Gabriel Canyon in the eastern San Gabriel Mountains to 
Waterman Canyon in the western San Bernardino Mountains. Found under rocks, wood, fern fronds and on 
soil at the base of talus slopes. Most active on the surface in winter and early spring. 
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Yellow-blotched salamander 
Ensatina eschscholtzii 
croceator 

BLMS, 
FSS 

SSC — Forests and well-shaded canyons, as well as oak woodlands and old chaparral. Needs surface objects such 
as logs, boards and rocks. Also needs rodent burrows or other underground retreats.  

California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii 

FT SSC — Occurs in lowlands and foothills in or near permanent sources of deep water with dense, shrubby or 
emergent riparian vegetation. Known from Ritter Ranch area, and from mountain streams in the Angeles 
National Forest.  

Southern mountain yellow-
legged frog 
Rana muscosa 

FE, FSS SSC — Occurs in mountain streams. Federal listing refers to populations in the San Gabriel, San Jacinto and San 
Bernardino Mountains only. Known from few streams in the San Gabriel Mountains (Bear Gulch, Vincent 
Gulch, South Fork Big Rock Creek, Little Rock Creek, and Devil’s Canyon). 

Western spadefoot 
Spea hammondii 

BLMS SSC — Vernal pools and other areas of seasonally ponded water, primarily in grasslands habitats, but can be found 
in valley-foothill hardwood woodlands. In Project Area, occurs primarily in the Angeles National Forest, and 
in the Santa Clarita Valley area.  

Coast Range newt 
Taricha torosa 

— SSC — Occurs primarily in hardwood and conifer forests, chaparral, and grasslands from near sea level to about 
1,830 m. Terrestrial individuals seek cover under surface objects such as rocks and logs, or in mammal 
burrows, rock fissures, or human-made structures such as wells. Aquatic larvae find cover beneath 
submerged rocks, logs, debris, and undercut banks. Breeding and egg-laying occur in intermittent streams, 
rivers, permanent and semi-permanent ponds, lakes and large reservoirs. In the Project Area, known from 
the San Gabriel Mountains.  

Reptiles 
Silvery legless lizard 
Anniella campi 

FSS SSC — Moist loose soils and leaf litter in diverse plant communities, including chaparral, pine-oak and riparian 
woodlands, desert scrub, and sandy washes. The taxonomy of this species was recently revised, and 
individuals from the desert slope of the mountains within the Project Area appear to be referrable to A. 
campi. 

Coastal whiptail 
Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Various habitats in firm, sandy or rocky soils within sparse vegetation, open areas, woodlands and riparian 
communities of deserts and semi-arid areas. In the Project Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains. 

Rosy boa 
Charina trivirgata 

BLMS, 
FSS 

— — Habitats with a mix of brushy cover and rocky soil such as coastal canyons and hillsides, desert canyons, 
washes and mountains in desert and chaparral from the coast to the Mojave and Colorado Deserts.  

San Bernardino ringneck 
snake 
Diadophis punctatus 
modestus 

FSS — — Surface litter or herbaceous vegetation in open, relatively rocky areas, often in moist areas near intermittent 
streams. 
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southern western pond turtle 
Actinemys pallida 

BLMS, 
FSS 

SSC — Requires basking sites such as partially submerged logs, vegetation mats or open mud banks and needs 
suitable nesting sites in permanent or near permanent bodies of water in many habitat types below 2,000 m 
asl. Taxonomic revision of the pond turtles divided the species into two species, with the southern California 
form being Actinemys pallida.  

Desert tortoise 
Gopherus agassizii 

FT ST — Occurs in almost every desert habitat; most common in desert scrub, desert wash and Joshua tree habitats. 
Requires friable soil for burrow and nest construction. Creosote bush habitat with large annual wildflower 
blooms is preferred. Part of the Fremont-Kramer Unit of DWMA/ACEC (Desert Wildlife Management 
Area/BLM Area of Critical Environmental Concern) occurs in the northwest corner of the Project Area, in 
Edwards Air Force Base.  

San Bernardino mountain 
kingsnake 
Lampropeltis zonata 
parvirubra 

FSS SSC — Big-cone spruce and chaparral at lower elevations to black oak, incense cedar, and Jeffrey pine at higher 
elevations. Requires well-lit canyons with rocky outcrops or talus. In the Project Area, known from the San 
Gabriel Mountains. 

Coast horned lizard 
Phrynosoma blainvillii 

BLMS, 
FSS 

SSC — Occurs in relatively open areas of coastal sage scrub, annual grassland, chaparral, oak woodland, riparian 
woodland, and coniferous forest habitat on sandy soils, often in association with harvester ants. Occurs in 
the Angeles National Forest, Acton, northwestern corner of the Antelope Valley and the southern part of the 
valley floor. 

Two-striped garter snake 
Thamnophis hammondii 

BLMS, 
FSS 

SSC — Perennial and intermittent streams having rocky or sandy beds and artificially created aquatic habitats 
(manmade lakes and stock ponds); requires dense riparian vegetation. From sea level to 2,400 m (8,000 ft). 
In the Project Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains, and along desert slope streams (e.g., the 
Mojave River). 

South coast garter snake 
Thamnophis sirtalis ssp. 

— SSC — Marsh and upland habitats near permanent water with riparian vegetation from sea level to approximately 
850 m asl. In the Project Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains, and in the Santa Clarita Valley.  

Birds 
Cooper’s hawk (nesting) 
Accipiter cooperii 

— CDFW Watch 
List 

— Nests in open forests, groves, or trees along rivers, or low scrub of treeless areas. The wooded area is often 
near the edge of a field or water opening.  

Tricolored blackbird (nesting 
colony) 
Agelaius tricolor 

BCC, 
BLMS 

SSC USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Highly colonial species, requiring open water, protected nesting substrate and foraging areas with insect 
prey within a few km of the colony. Known to nest in the Lake Palmdale area, and potentially occurs in other 
aquatic areas in the northern part of the Project Area. Currently under consideration for state listing as 
threatened or endangered.  



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

August 2014 Page 5.4-51 

Table 5.4-3 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Federal 
Status State Status Other Lists Habitat 

Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow 
Aimophila ruficeps 
canescens 

— CDFW Watch 
List 

— Frequents relatively steep, often rocky hillsides with grass and forb patches. Resident in Southern California 
coastal sage scrub and mixed chaparral. 

Grasshopper sparrow 
Ammodramus savannarum 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Occurs in dry, dense grasslands, especially those with a variety of grasses and tall forbs and scattered 
shrubs for singing perches. Apparently a thick cover of grasses and forbs is essential for concealment. 

Bell’s sage sparrow 
Artemisiospiza belli belli 

BCC CDFW Watch 
List 

— Nests on the ground beneath shrubs or in shrubs 6 to 18 inches above the ground within chaparral 
communities dominated by fairly dense stands of chamise or in coastal scrub in southern part of the range. 

Golden eagle (nesting and 
wintering) 
Aquila chrysaetos 

BCC, 
BLMS 

CDFW Watch 
List, CDFW Fully 
Protected, CDF 

— Open terrain in deserts, mountains, slopes, and valleys. Nest mainly on cliffs, also in large trees (such as 
oaks), and rarely on artificial structures or the ground. 

Short-eared owl (nesting) 
Asio flammeus 

— SSC USBC, AWL, 
ABC, LAA 
(wintering) 

Found in swamp lands, both fresh and salt; lowland meadows; irrigated alfalfa fields. Tule patches/tall grass 
needed for nesting/daytime seclusion. Nests on dry ground in depression concealed in vegetation. Generally 
occurs in the Antelope Valley as winter migrant, although there are several known and suspected nest 
events in exceptionally wet years in the Project Area.  

Burrowing owl  
Athene cunicularia 

BCC, 
BLMS 

SSC — Open, dry grassland and desert habitats, or scrublands characterized by low-growing, widely spaced 
vegetation. Nests in burrows dug by small mammals (mainly California ground squirrels). In agricultural 
areas, they nest along roadsides and in water conveyance structures. Nesting pairs are known from the 
Project Area, but are relatively small in number and apparently in decline due to development pressure. 

Ferruginous hawk (wintering) 
Buteo regalis 

BCC, 
BLMS 

CDFW Watch 
List 

AWL, LAA Forages in agricultural and urban habitats, as well as creosote bush and saltbush scrub. Breeds in isolated 
trees, small groves of trees, on rocky ledges, or occasionally on the ground. Nests are adjacent to open 
areas such as grasslands or shrublands. Prefers open country, where it often hunts from low perches on 
fence posts, utility poles, or small trees. Occurs in the Project Area as a winter visitor, foraging in agricultural 
fields (especially alfalfa), grasslands and open desert scrub.  

Swainson’s hawk (nesting) 
Buteo swainsoni 

BCC, FSS ST USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Breeds in grasslands with scattered trees, juniper-sage flats, riparian areas, savannas and agricultural or 
ranch fields. Requires adjacent suitable foraging areas such as grasslands or agricultural fields supporting 
rodent populations. Known to nest in the lowlands of the Project Area.  

Western snowy plover 
Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus 

FT, BCC SSC ABC, AWL, 
USBC 

In the desert, nests, feeds, and takes cover on sandy or gravelly substrates around salt ponds and alkali 
lakes. In the Project Area, known to nest at Rosamond Lake within Edwards Air Force Base. 

Mountain plover (wintering) 
Charadrius montanus 

BCC SSC USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Short vegetation, bare ground and flat topography associated with grasslands, freshly plowed fields, newly 
sprouting grain fields and sometimes sod farms. Prefers grazed areas and areas with burrowing rodents. 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Page 5.4-52 PlaceWorks 

Table 5.4-3 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Federal 
Status State Status Other Lists Habitat 

Black swift (nesting) 
Cypseloides niger 

BCC SSC USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Breeds near or behind permanent or semi-permanent waterfalls, on steep cliffs near water. In the Project 
Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains. 

Southwestern willow 
flycatcher (nesting) 
Empidonax traillii extimus 

FE, FSS 
(full 

species) 

SE (full species) USBC, AWL, 
ABC (all include 

full species) 

Dense willow thickets are required for nesting and roosting. Nesting site usually near languid stream, 
standing water, or seep. Most numerous where extensive thickets of low, dense willows edge on wet 
meadows, ponds, or backwaters. There are no known nesting records for the Project Area, though the 
species may nest in the Santa Clarita area west of Acton. 

California horned lark 
Eremophila alpestris actia 

— CDFW Watch 
List 

LAA (full 
species, coastal 

slope) 

Occurs in open areas with short vegetation, sparse brush, and a preponderance of bare ground. Nesting is 
known to occur in the northwestern and southeastern parts of the Project Area.  

Merlin 
Falco columbarius 

— CDFW Watch 
List 

— Occurs in grasslands, savannahs, woodlands, lakes, wetlands, deserts, farms and ranches. Rare winter 
migrant in the Project Area.  

Prairie falcon (nesting) 
Falco mexicanus 

BCC CDFW Watch 
List 

LAA Breeds on cliffs in dry, open terrain and forages far afield, even to marshlands and ocean shores. 
Forages widely over desert scrub and arid grasslands, but nesting is generally confined to sheltered cliff 
ledges, potholes, and caves in rugged terrain. Nests in low numbers in the Project Area.  

American peregrine falcon 
(nesting) 
Falco peregrinus 
anatumperegrinusanatum 

BCC, FSS CDF, CDFW 
Fully Protected 

AWL, ABC Near wetlands, lakes, rivers, or other water; on cliffs, banks, dunes, mounds; also, human-made structures. 
Nest consists of a scrape on a depression or ledge in an open site. There are no recent nesting records from 
the Project Area.  

California condor 
Gymnogyps californianus 

FE SE, CDF, CDFW 
Fully Protected 

USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Nets in deep canyons containing clefts in rocky walls of mountain ranges of moderate altitude. Forages up to 
100 miles from nest sites over vast expanses of open savanna, grasslands and foothill habitats. Does not 
breed in theProject Area but known to forage in the northwestern part.  

Bald eagle (nesting and 
wintering) 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

— SE, CDF, CDFW 
Fully Protected 

— Nests in large, old growth or dominant large trees with open branches, especially ponderosa pines. Roosts 
communally in winter. Occurs along ocean shore, lake margins and rivers for both nesting and wintering. 
Most nests within a mile of water. Wintering individuals have been observed at Lake Elizabeth. 

Loggerhead shrike (nesting) 
Lanius ludovicianus 

BCC SSC LAA (coastal 
slope wintering) 

Found in broken woodlands, savanna, pinyon-juniper woodland, Joshua tree woodland, riparian woodland, 
desert oases, scrub, and washes. Prefers open country for hunting, with perches for scanning, and fairly 
dense shrubs and brush for nesting. 

White-faced ibis 
Plegadis chihi 

— CDFW Watch 
List 

LAA Prefers to feed in fresh emergent wetland, shallow lacustrine waters, muddy ground of wet meadows, and 
irrigated or flooded pastures and croplands. Nests in dense, fresh emergent wetland. Roosts in freshwater 
marsh such as bulrushes, cattails, reeds or low shrubs over water. Extensive marshes are required for 
nesting. Known to nest at Piute Ponds within Edwards Air Force Base (in northern part of Project Area) and 
forages in nearby agricultural fields. 
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Coastal California 
gnatcatcher 
Polioptila californica 
californica 

FT SSC USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Resident of coastal sage and alluvial scrub habitats below 800 m asl. Occurs in the Santa Clarita Valley area 
and southern foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains. 

Least Bell’s vireo 
Vireo bellii pusillus 

FE, BCC SE USBC, AWL, 
ABC 

Resident below about 600 m (2,000 ft) in willows and other low, dense valley foothill riparian habitat. 
Thickets of willow and other low shrubs afford nesting and roosting cover. May inhabit thickets along dry, 
intermittent streams. Reported from few localities within the Antelope Valley with willow-dominated habitat, 
and occurs in the southern part of the Project Area in the southern foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains.  

Mammals 
Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus 

FSS, 
BLMS 

SSC WBWG High Day roosts are in caves, crevices, mines, and occasionally in hollow trees and buildings. Night roosts may be 
in more open sites, such as porches and open buildings. In the Project Area, known from the San Gabriel 
Mountains, and along desert slope streams (e.g., the Mojave River). 

Pallid San Diego pocket 
mouse 
Chaetodipus fallax pallidus 

— SSC — Sandy, herbaceous areas, usually in association with rocks or coarse gravel in desert wash, desert scrub, 
desert succulent scrub, pinyon-juniper woodlands of the southeastern part of the Project Area. 

Spotted bat 
Euderma maculatum 

BLMS SSC WBWG High Habitats occupied include arid deserts, grasslands and mixed conifer forests. Prefers to roost in rock 
crevices. Occasionally found in caves and buildings. 

Western mastiff bat 
Eumops perotis californicus 

BLMS SSC WBWG High Roosts in crevices in cliff faces, high buildings, trees and tunnels within many open, semi-arid to arid 
habitats, including conifer and deciduous woodlands, coastal scrub, grasslands, chaparral. 

Silver-haired bat 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

— — WBWG Medium Roosts in hollow trees, snags, buildings, rock crevices, caves, and under bark. Females may form nursery 
colonies or occur as solitary individuals in dense foliage or hollow trees. Needs drinking water. 

Hoary bat 
Lasiurus cinereus 

— — WBWG Medium Habitats suitable for bearing young include all woodlands and forests with medium to large-size trees and 
dense foliage. Generally roosts in dense foliage of medium to large trees. 

San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit 
Lepus californicus bennettii 

— SSC — Shrub habitats and intermediate canopy stages of shrub habitats and open shrub/herbaceous and 
tree/herbaceous edges. Occurs in the Santa Clarita Valley area and the southern foothills of the San Gabriel 
Mountains.  

Western small-footed myotis 
Myotis ciliolabrum 

BLMS — WBWG Medium A common bat of arid uplands in California. Occurs in a variety of habitats, primarily in relatively arid wooded 
and brushy uplands near water from sea level to 8,900 feet. Seeks cover in caves, buildings, mines, 
crevices, and occasionally under bridges and under bark. Separate night roosts may be used, and have 
been found in buildings and caves. Maternity colonies of females and young are found in buildings, caves, 
and mines. Requires water. 
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Table 5.4-3 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Federal 
Status State Status Other Lists Habitat 

Long-eared myotis 
Myotis evotis 

BLMS — WBWG Medium Widespread in California, but generally uncommon in most of its range. Found in nearly all brush, woodland, 
and forest habitats, from sea level to at least 2,700 m (9,000 ft), but coniferous woodlands and forests seem 
to be preferred. Roosts in buildings, crevices, spaces under bark, and snags. Caves used primarily as night 
roosts. Roosts singly, or is found in fairly small groups. Nursery colonies of 12 – 30 individuals are found in 
buildings, crevices, snags, and behind bark. May require water. 

Fringed myotis 
Myotis thysanodes 

BLMS — WBWG High Widespread in California, occurring in all but the Central Valley and Colorado and Mojave deserts. Irregular 
but may be common locally. Occurs in a variety of habitats from sea level to 2,850 m (9,350 ft). Optimal 
habitats are pinyon-juniper, valley foothill hardwood and hardwood-conifer, generally at 1,300 – 2,200 m 
(4,000 – 7,000 ft). Roosts in caves, mines, buildings, and crevices. Separate day and night roosts may be 
used. Maternity colonies of up to 200 individuals located in caves, mines, buildings, or crevices. Requires 
water. Uses open habitats, early successional stages, streams, lakes, and ponds as foraging areas. 

Long-legged myotis 
Myotis volans 

BLMS SSC WBWG Medium Once common; has experienced significant declines, and status in California is uncertain. Habitats occupied 
in California include desert scrub, desert succulent shrub, desert wash, and desert riparian. Colonial cave-
dweller, occurring in colonies of several thousand individuals in most of its range. Mines and buildings also 
may be used. Hibernation caves have high humidity, often with standing or running water and little air 
movement. Uses temporary night roosts. Nursery colonies are in the hibernation cave or another cave. 
Occasionally other sites, such as bridges, are used. Optimal sites are relatively warm, with little human 
disturbance. May require water. 

Yuma myotis 
Myotis yumaensis 

BLMS — WBWG Low – 
Medium 

Common and widespread in California outside the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions, except for the 
mountain ranges bordering the Colorado River Valley. Found in a wide variety of habitats ranging from sea 
level to 11,000 ft, uncommon to rare above 8,000 feet. Optimal habitats are open forests and woodlands with 
sources of water over which to feed. Roosts in buildings, mines, caves, or crevices, abandoned swallow 
nests and under bridges. Maternity colonies of several thousand females and young may be found in 
buildings, caves, mines, and under bridges. Warm, dark sites are preferred. 

Lodgepole chipmunk 
Neotamias speciosus 
speciosus 

— — CDFW Special 
Animals List 

Usually found in open canopy forests, lodgepole pine forests. In the Project Area, known from the San 
Gabriel Mountains. 

San Diego desert woodrat 
Neotoma lepida bryanti 

— SSC — Occurs in scrub and desert habitats, usually in association with rock outcroppings, boulders, cacti, or areas 
of dense undergrowth. . In the Project Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains and Santa Clarita Valley 
area. 

Southern grasshopper 
mouse 
Onychomys torridus ramona 

— SSC — Desert areas, especially scrub habitats with friable soils for digging. Prefers low to moderate shrub cover. 
Feeds almost exclusively on arthropod prey, especially scorpions and orthopterans. In the Project Area, 
known from the Santa Clarita Valley area. 
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Table 5.4-3 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Federal 
Status State Status Other Lists Habitat 

Nelson’s bighorn sheep 
Ovis canadensis nelsoni 

BLMS, 
FSS 

— — Open, rocky, steep areas with available water and herbaceous forage. Occurs in range of habitats, including 
alpine, sagebrush, bitterbrush, pinyon-juniper, palm oasis, desert riparian, and desert scrub, subalpine, 
conifer, perennial grassland, montane chaparral, and montane riparian plant communities. In the Project 
Area, known from the San Gabriel Mountains 

Tehachapi pocket mouse 
Perognathus alticolus 
inexpectatus 

FSS SSC — Arid annual grassland and desert shrub communities, but also found in fallow grain fields and Russian-thistle 
(Salsola tragus). Burrows for cover and nesting. Aestivates and hibernates through extreme weather. 
Forages on open ground and under shrubs. Occurs in the northwestern part of the Project Area.  

San Joaquin pocket mouse 
Perognathus inornatus 
inornatus 

BLMS — — Friable soils, typically in grasslands and blue oak savannas. Occurs in the northwestern part of the Project 
Area. 

American badger 
Taxidea taxus 

— SSC — Drier, open stages of most shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats with friable soils. 

Mojave ground squirrel 
Xerospermophilus 
mohavensis 

— ST — Sandy to gravelly soils in open desert scrub, alkali scrub and Joshua tree woodland. Avoids rocky areas. 
Nests in burrows and uses burrows at the base of shrubs for cover. Also feeds in annual grassland. 
Historical range includes virtually all of the valley floor and foothill areas within the Project Area.  

STATUS ABBREVIATIONS 

Federal State Other 

FE: Federally listed as Endangered SE: State-listed as Endangered AFS: American Fisheries Society categories of risk: 
  vulnerable, threatened, or endangered 

FT: Federally listed as Threatened ST: State-listed as Threatened  
FPE: Federally proposed for listing as Endangered SCE: State candidate for listing as Endangered AWL: Audubon Watchlist 
FPT: Federally proposed for listing as Threatened SCT: State candidate for listing as Threatened ABC: American Bird Conservancy Green List 
FPD: Federally proposed for delisting SCD: State candidate for delisting LAA: Los Angeles Audubon list of Los Angeles County’s 
FC: Federal Candidate species CDF: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  Sensitive Bird Species 
SC: National Marine Fisheries Service Species of Concern  Sensitive Species USBC: United States Bird Conservation Watch List 
BLMS: Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species SSC: CDFW Species of Special Concern WBWG: Western Bat Working Group: High, Medium and Low 
FSS: USDA Forest Service Sensitive Species CDFW Special Animals List - 2011  priority 
BCC: Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern  Xerces: Xerces Society Red List of Pollinators 
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Significant Ecological Areas 

A Significant Ecological Area (SEA) designation is given to lands in the County that contain irreplaceable 
biological resources. Individual SEAs include undisturbed or lightly disturbed habitat supporting valuable and 
threatened species, linkages and corridors to promote species movement, and are sized to support sustainable 
populations of  its component species.  

SEA History 

The identification of  important biological resources and preservation of  SEAs have a lengthy history in the 
County. The Proposed Project’s SEA boundaries can be traced back to areas identified in an initial General 
Plan guiding document, the 1970 Environmental Development Guide, which was adopted as a preliminary 
General Plan for the County and included a schematic map called the Open Space Concept Plan that 
depicted areas thought to be of  significance for both conservation and safety. In 1972, the Environmental 
Resource Committee of  the Southern California Academy of  Sciences and members of  the UCLA botany 
and zoology faculties prepared an environmental resources survey that identified areas throughout Los 
Angeles County that warranted special consideration due to their high biological resource value. As a result of  
this effort, 81 SEAs of  these areas were identified on the vegetation and wildlife map in the 1973 Los 
Angeles County General Plan.  

Since then, Proposed Project components have been updated several times under the umbrella of  the larger 
SEA Program efforts related to the proposed General Plan Update, which is outside the scope of  this 
Proposed Project. From 2001 to 2011, Regional Planning conducted public outreach, solicited additional 
recommendations on the SEA boundaries, and revised the SEA boundaries and SEA resource descriptions as 
part of  the proposed General Plan Update. Several versions of  the countywide SEA Map were publicly 
released, including in the 2003 Draft General Plan policy and map document called ‘Shaping the Future 
2025’.  

In 2010, an expert panel of  biologists was convened to evaluate the SEA boundaries, and additional locations 
were identified as areas that warranted the SEA designation. In 2011, the draft SEA Map including those 
recommendations was released for public review as part of  the Los Angeles County Draft 2035 General Plan.  

SEA Current Status 

The County proposes to expand SEAs and create three new ones in the Project Area as part of  the Proposed 
Project. Under the Proposed Project, the SEA coverage in Project Area would be expanded from 135,772 to 
332,899 total acres. Three new SEAs would be created in the southern San Gabriel Mountain area in the 
southern part of  the Project Area. Figure 5.4-4, Existing and Proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) shows 
the locations of  the existing and proposed SEAs in the Project Area. Table 5.4-4, Existing and Proposed SEAs 
in the Project Area, summarizes the acreages of  the existing and proposed SEAs.  
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Table 5.4-4 Existing and Proposed SEAs in the Project Area  
SEA Existing Acres  Proposed Acres** 

Antelope Valley  202,846 
47. Edwards Air Force Base 18,822  
48. Big Rock Wash 6,011  
49. Little Rock Wash* 3,225  
50. Rosamond Lake 14,376  
51. Saddleback Butte State Park 7,435  
52. Alpine Butte* 5,419  
53. Lovejoy Butte 2,484  
54. Piute Butte 1,557  
55. Desert Montane Transect 26,737  

San Andreas   105,454 
56. Ritter Ridge* 2,290  
57. Fairmont And Antelope Buttes 5,567  
58. Portal Ridge/Liebre Mountain 31,035  
59. Tehachapi Foothills 3,575  

Joshua Tree Woodland  5,323 
60. Joshua Tree Woodland Habitat 4,430  

Santa Clara River*  19,276 
23. Santa Clara River* 1,028  
61. Kentucky Springs 1,781  

Altadena Foothills and Arroyos SEA* 0 6,152 
San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash SEA* 0 2,899 
San Gabriel Canyon*  14,823 

Total 134,772 356,773 
Source: County of Los Angeles 
* SEAs partially located in Los Angeles County jurisdiction 
** Total acreage for proposed SEAs includes existing SEAs 

 

SEA Descriptions 

Antelope Valley SEA 

The proposed Antelope Valley SEA covers 202,846 acres under the Proposed Project, which includes 86,000 
acres of  existing SEAs adopted in 1980: Edwards Air Force Base (47), Big Rock Wash (48), Little Rock Wash 
(49), Rosamond Lake (50), Saddleback Butte State Park (51), Alpine Butte (52), Lovejoy Butte (53), Piute 
Butte (54), and Desert Montane Transect (55).  
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The Antelope Valley SEA is focused on the principal watercourses of  the eastern part of  the Project Area: 
Little Rock Creek and Big Rock Creek and tributaries, such as Mescal Creek. The origins of  the watercourses 
in the San Gabriel Mountains are an important aspect of  their diversity and connectivity. There are three dry 
lakes and their adjacent plains (protected as part of  Edwards Air Force Base) included in the SEA: Rosamond 
Dry Lake with the adjacent Piute Ponds, Buckhorn Lake, and Rogers Lake. These lakes and ponds are often 
flooded during the winter‐spring seasons, and are important resting areas for migratory birds on this portion 
of  the Pacific Flyway.  

The SEA includes playa lakes, alkali marsh, alluvial fan scrub, a mosaic of  xeric desert scrubs, Joshua tree 
woodland, desert riparian woodlands, juniper scrub, pinyon pine, chaparral and mixed conifer, oak, and 
riparian communities of  higher elevations. Lovejoy, Alpine, Piute, Black and Saddleback buttes, along with 
smaller unnamed buttes, form most of  the topographical relief. These areas offer different ecological 
conditions that are associated with rock shelter, perching sites, nesting sites, denning areas, wind protection 
and sand sheet accumulation areas. Local and migratory bat species roost and reproduce in the caves and 
crevices of  the butte formations. The buttes provide nesting sites for several birds of  prey. 

Birds of  prey frequently hunt over the open agricultural areas, including fallow fields; wide‐ranging predators 
also find excellent hunting conditions in and around agricultural areas. A variety of  local and migratory bat 
species feed over the irrigated fields in the spring and summer, when insect numbers are the highest, and at 
least one sensitive bat species, the pallid bat, forages in open scrub or ruderal desert habitats. 

The geographical features of  the SEA serve as a major habitat linkage and movement corridor for wildlife 
within its vicinity and, in an intergenerational sense, many of  the plant species. Ecologically generalist species 
(mountain lion, bobcat, coyote, gray fox, etc.) have the ability to move across such vast areas and through 
changing habitat types. For such species, the SEA may serve as an important system for long‐term and 
genetic exchange among populations. For smaller or less‐mobile species or taxa, which are narrowly restricted 
in their habitat needs, the SEA can serve as a broad linkage zone in which individual movement can take 
place during seasonal population dispersal or over generations. This provides essential genetic exchange 
within and between metapopulations. The two drainages, combined with the upland terrestrial Desert‐
Montane transect portion of  the SEA, ensure linkage and direct movement areas for all of  the wildlife 
species in the County portion of  the Antelope Valley. 

The SEA supports several habitat types considered sensitive by resource agencies, including mesquite bosque, 
Joshua tree woodland, desert grassland, southern willow scrub, southern cottonwood‐willow woodland, fresh‐
water swamp, alkali meadow, Mojave riparian forest, and desert dry wash woodland. The sensitive plant and 
animal species that occur there include desert cymopterus, Mason’s neststraw, Lancaster milk‐vetch, Parry's 
spineflower, and Parish’s alkali grass, and listed animal species, including arroyo toad, desert tortoise, 
Swainson’s hawk, willow flycatcher, and Mohave ground squirrel, among others. The desert tortoise has 
critical habitat in this SEA. The arroyo toad has nearby critical habitat and may be present in the SEA. 
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San Andreas SEA 

The proposed San Andreas SEA covers 105,454 acres under the Proposed Project, which includes 42,467 
acres of  existing SEAs adopted in 1980: Ritter Ridge (56), Fairmont & Antelope Buttes (57), Portal Ridge-
Liebre Mountain (58), and Tehachapi Foothills (59).  

The San Andreas SEA is in the unincorporated western portion of  the Antelope Valley. The SEA would be 
the second largest SEA and is at a crossroads of  ecoregions and connecting landscapes extending along the 
SEA and San Andreas Fault, including the coastal mountains, Central Valley, Tehachapi Mountains, San 
Gabriel Mountains, and Antelope Valley. The length of  the San Andreas Fault is rich in wetlands and bogs, 
which are home to concentrations of  the tricolored blackbird, a bird being considered for listing by CDFW.  

The SEA includes arid desert communities, foothill woodland communities; high elevation piñon pine; 
chaparral communities; sag pond wetlands; native perennial grasslands; desert and montane riparian; and 
deciduous, oak, and conifer forest communities. The upper slopes of  these mountains are densely vegetated 
with chaparral and scattered mixed woodlands. The lower slopes are more sparsely vegetated with scrub 
species, mixed scrub, and grassland. The grassland and some ephemeral wildflower fields extend onto the 
plain of  the valley floor. Most of  the mountainous portion of  the SEA is undisturbed open space, with a few 
scattered residential developments. Ritter Ridge comprises an easterly portion of  the San Gabriel Mountains 
in the SEA, which contain important Joshua tree and California juniper mixed woodlands. The mountainous 
part of  the SEA has a diverse flora, and includes oak savannahs of  blue oak and valley oak, and gray pine 
woodland, California buckeye, Joshua tree woodland and sagebrush scrub. 

The SEA includes several important linkages for wildlife movement. The foothills in the westernmost part of  
the SEA are an important linkage between the San Gabriel Mountains, the Tehachapi Mountains, and the 
Coastal Ranges. This linkage to the Tehachapi Mountains is important because they connect to the 
southernmost extent of  the Sierra Nevada. The Tehachapi Mountains represent the only mountain linkage 
from the Transverse Ranges and the Coast Ranges to the Sierra Nevada. This feature may be an important 
topographic reference for migrating birds, as well as providing high-elevation foraging grounds along the 
migratory route. The SEA includes numerous drainages that extend onto the Antelope Valley floor toward 
resources such as the Fairmont and Antelope buttes. These washes provide important connectivity between 
the valley floor, the buttes, and the western part of  the San Gabriel Mountains. In addition, Anaverde Creek, 
Amargosa Creek, and Pine Canyon facilitate east-west wildlife movement through the mountains, Portal 
Ridge, and Ritter Ridge. Tributary drainages from the Santa Clara River, such as Elizabeth Lake Canyon and 
San Francisquito Canyon, connect the ocean and coastal zones to the fault. The frequency of  valuable 
riparian communities along this travel route, which are located within an otherwise arid climate, further 
contributes to the SEA’s importance for wildlife and habitat linkages in the region. 

The SEA supports several sensitive habitats, including Joshua tree woodland, valley oak woodland, native 
grassland, wildflower field, southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest, fresh-water swamp, alkali meadow, 
and southern willow scrub. The sensitive plant and animal species that occur there include slender mariposa 
lily, Bakersfield cactus, southwestern willow flycatcher, and California condor, among others.  
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Joshua Tree Woodlands SEA 

The proposed Joshua Tree Woodlands SEA covers seven areas and 5,323 acres under the Proposed Project, 
which is reconfigured from eight areas within the Joshua Tree Woodlands SEA name adopted in 1980, which 
covered seven areas and totaled 4,430 acres. The proposed SEA is located in the western portion of  the 
Antelope Valley and contains many of  the remaining old-growth stands of  Joshua trees in the region. Joshua 
tree woodland is a complex biological community of  the gradual slopes of  higher elevation desert areas and 
once covered much of  this part of  the Antelope Valley around the Antelope Wash. Because Joshua trees live 
in areas that are easily developed for residences and agriculture, this habitat has become fragmented in the 
County.  

Wildlife movement within the SEA is possibly limited to local movement, but large-scale movement across 
the Antelope Valley floor may be facilitated by the Joshua tree habitat as island-like stepping stones. Typically 
in burned-over areas, animal paths tend to orient toward the Joshua tree habitat. Birds, and possibly bats, and 
other aerial organisms that use the migration corridor along the desert side of  the San Gabriel Mountains 
probably use the woodland in the SEA for resting and feeding.  

The SEA supports several sensitive habitats, including California joint fir scrub, Joshua tree woodland, spiny 
hop sage scrub, broom snake weed scrub, and bitter bush scrub. The sensitive plant and animal species that 
occur there include pale yellow layia, Swainson’s hawk, and hoary bat, among others.  

Santa Clara River SEA 

The Santa Clara River SEA will encompass both the existing Santa Clara River and Kentucky Springs SEAs, 
which were adopted under the 1980 General Plan, and add another 19,276 acres. The Kentucky Springs SEA 
is in the Project Area, together with a small segment of  the existing Santa Clara River SEA in Soledad 
Canyon.  

Soledad Canyon in the Project Area contains critical habitat for the federally endangered arroyo toad and 
potentially suitable habitat for the state- and federally endangered unarmored threespine stickleback. The 
Kentucky Springs basin has a large population of  Parish’s Great Basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. 
parishii), which is considered rare and sensitive in the County.  

The SEA within the Project Area includes semi-arid chaparral, desert scrub, and pinyon-juniper woodlands in 
upland parts and riparian communities along the Santa Clara River. The riparian corridor along the Santa 
Clara River has served as the primary east-west linkage between the Pacific coastline, coast ranges, interior 
ranges, high desert, and southern Sierra (via the Tehachapi Range). The SEA embraces the river corridor and 
linkage zones that are considered essential to ensuring connectivity and resource values within the historic 
movement zones for all of  the wildlife species in the County portion of  the Santa Clara River, including 
mountain lion, coyote, bobcat, and several medium-sized mammals, as well as birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
fishes.  

Altadena Foothills and Arroyos SEA 

The proposed Altadena Foothills and Arroyos SEA would be a new SEA under the Proposed Project, 
covering 6,152 acres in the westernmost portion of  the San Gabriel Valley along the southern border of  the 
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Project Area. The majority of  lands within the Project Area are under the jurisdiction of  the Angeles 
National Forest. The SEA represents the lower elevation/urban interface portions of  Millard, Alzada, 
Chiquita, Las Flores, Rubio, and Eaton canyons from the urban edge, to undeveloped wildland areas of  the 
lower elevations of  the Angeles National Forest. 

The SEA includes the undeveloped portions of  subwatersheds of  the Arroyo Seco and encompasses 
undeveloped parts of  drainages, including Alzada and Chiquita, which flow into the Devils Gate Reservoir of  
the Arroyo Seco. The northern boundary is formed along ridgelines within the Angeles National Forest that 
define the catchment of  the local canyons. The SEA supports high species diversity due to its position 
between the mountain and valley biomes, and its locations between the Los Angeles River and the San 
Gabriel River. The SEA provides a lower elevation east‐west linkage.  

San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash SEA 

The proposed San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash SEA covers 2,899 acres in the southeastern corner 
of  the Project Area. The entire area of  this SEA within the Proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of  the 
Angeles National Forest. The existing San Dimas Canyon SEA is outside the southern border of  the Project 
Area. 

The San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash SEA is located along the cismontane foothills of  the eastern 
San Gabriel Mountains. Generally, the SEA is centered on the mouths of  four major canyons, which flow 
from the mountains and interconnecting terrain. From east to west, these canyons include San Antonio 
Canyon above the City of  Claremont as one component; and Live Oak, Marshall, and San Dimas canyons 
above the cities of  La Verne and San Dimas as a second component. The SEA incorporates areas with 
diverse natural habitat ranging from high elevations to the foothill alluvial areas of  two of  the major drainages 
of  the San Gabriel Mountains. Over most of  its boundaries, particularly to the north, east, and west of  both 
the San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash components, the SEA is bordered by open space within the 
Angeles National Forest. Generally to the south, however, the borders are mostly defined by the edge of  
urban development within the San Gabriel Valley.  

The topography of  the SEA is severe, consisting of  steep-walled canyons and narrow ridgelines. This area 
contains the last-remaining, relatively well-developed lower montane riparian habitat in the eastern County.  

San Gabriel Canyon SEA 

The proposed San Gabriel Canyon SEA covers 14,823 acres in the southeastern corner of  the Project Area 
and consist of  lands under the jurisdiction of  the Angeles National Forest. The San Gabriel Canyon SEA is 
along the cismontane foothills of  the eastern section of  the San Gabriel Mountains. Generally, the SEA is 
centered on the mouths of  three major canyons, which flow from the mountains and interconnecting terrain. 
From west to east these are Santa Anita, Monrovia and Sawpit, and San Gabriel canyons, which are located 
above the cities of  Sierra Madre, Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Bradbury, Irwindale, and Azusa. A substantial 
part of  the eastern and southern part of  the SEA along the San Gabriel River is in the California Audubon–
designated State Important Bird Area (IBA) of  the Los Angeles Flood Control Basin IBA. The proposed San 
Gabriel Canyon SEA contains critical habitat for Braunton’s milk-vetch. 
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Wildlife Movement Corridors 

Wildlife corridors are areas of  habitat, usually linear in nature, that connect two or more habitat patches that 
would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one another (e.g., by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, 
or human disturbance). Wildlife corridors are usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas unsuitable 
for wildlife. A wildlife corridor generally contains suitable cover, food, and/or water to support species and 
facilitate movement while in the corridor. Larger, landscape-level corridors (often referred to as habitat or 
landscape linkages) can provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of  species. Wildlife corridors 
and landscape linkages are vital in promoting habitat connectivity, facilitating wildlife movement on a regional 
scale, and sustaining species and wildlife communities through the impacts of  climate change. 

The fragmentation of  open space areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of  wildlife habitat. Various 
studies have concluded that in the absence of  habitat linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space 
areas, some wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile mammals, will not likely persist over time in 
fragmented or isolated habitat areas because barriers of  many kinds prohibit the infusion of  new individuals 
and genetic material.17,18,19,20 

Corridors mitigate the effects of  habitat fragmentation by: (1) allowing animals to move between remaining 
habitats, which allows depleted populations to be replenished and promotes genetic diversity; (2) providing 
escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk that catastrophic events 
(such as fires or disease) will result in population or local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes 
for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of  food, water, mates, and other 
needs.21,22,23,24 Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of  three movement categories (though often 
the motivating needs are a combination of  these): (1) dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, 
individuals extending range distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and, (3) movements related to home range 
activities (foraging for food or water, defending territories, searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). 
Although the nature of  each of  these types of  movement is species specific, large open spaces will generally 
support a diverse wildlife community and will provide for all types of  movement. Each type of  movement 
may also be represented at a variety of  scales in space and time, from generational time scales for immobile 
plants and small animals with limited home ranges to home ranges of  many square miles for large mammals 
and raptorial birds. 

                                                      
17 MacArthur, R. M. and E. O. Wilson. 1967. The Theory of Island Biogeography. Princeton University Press: Princeton, New Jersey. 
18 Soulé, M. E. 1987. Viable Populations for Conservation. Sinaur Associates Inc., Publishers, Sunderland, Massachusetts. 
19 Harris, L. D. and P. B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: The Need for Movement Corridors. Pages 11-34 
in G. Mackintosh, ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of Wildlife. Washington D.C. 96 pp. 
20 Bennett, A. F. 1990. Habitat Corridors and the Conservation of Small Mammals in a Fragmented Forest Environment. Landscape Ecol. 4:109-
122. 
21 Noss, R. F. 1983. A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain Diversity. BioScience. 33:700 – 706. 
22 Fahrig, L. and G. Merriam. 1985. Habitat Patch Connectivity and Population Survival. Ecology. 66:1762-1768. 
23 Simberloff, D. and J. Cox. 1987. Consequences and Costs of Conservation Corridors. Conserv.Biol. 1:63-71. 
24 Harris, L. D. and P. B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: The Need for Movement Corridors. Pages 11-34 
in G. Mackintosh, ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of Wildlife. Washington D.C. 96 pp. 
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Wildlife Linkages to Adjoining Regions 

The South Coast Missing Linkages report25 identifies landscape linkages throughout Southern California that 
are considered important for habitat connectivity. The report identifies four linkages that include parts of  the 
Project Area, shown in Figure 5.4-5, Regional Wildlife Linkages. 

 The Tehachapi Connection occurs at the crossroads of  the Sierra Nevada, South Coast, Central Valley, 
and the Mojave Desert Ecoregions. It is thought to provide a link between the Sierra-Cascade mountain 
system to the north and west, and the Coastal, Transverse, and Peninsular mountain ranges to the south. 
The Tehachapi connection is largely outside the Project Area. The part of  this connection within the 
Project Area is a small lowland area in the northwestern corner of  the Project Area that is currently 
within the Tehachapi SEA.  

 The Sierra Madre-Castaic Connection, located in the mountain foothills in the northwestern corner 
of  the Project Area, links the Los Padres and Angeles national forests. The part of  the designed corridor 
within the Project Area is located within the Tehachapi SEA.  

 The San Gabriel-Castaic Connection links coastal and desert biotic communities facilitated by the 
Santa Clara River. In the Project Area, a key segment of  this corridor complex is Soledad Canyon, which 
is within the existing Santa Clara River SEA and which would be expanded under the Proposed Project.  

 The San Gabriel-San Bernardino Connection provides connectivity between the Angeles and San 
Bernardino National Forests. Several small areas fall within the southeastern corner of  the Project Area, 
and are included within the Angeles National Forest.  

Wildlife Linkages in the Project Area  

Other important habitat linkages in the Project Area include linear topographic features such as principal 
water courses, including Antelope Wash, Little Rock Creek, Big Rock Creek, Santa Clara River, and those 
along the mountain and hilly ranges: the San Gabriel Mountains, the Transverse Ranges, the Tehachapi 
Mountains, and the linkage along the San Andreas Fault. 

The existing SEAs served to slow or modify development within their defined boundaries, but over time 
many of  the smaller areas lost the biotic qualities for which they were nominated, and resource values in 
some larger SEAs may have been reduced or degraded. The proposed SEAs provide linkages and corridors to 
promote regional species movement within the Project Area; these linkages are critical for conserving habitat 
and biodiversity, and in some cases these SEAs overlap with Regional Wildlife Linkages. 

                                                      
25 South Coast Wildlands. 2008. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast Ecoregion. South Coast Wildlands, 
Idyllwild, CA. Available online at: www.scwildlands.org. March 2008. 
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The San Andreas SEA overlaps with the Tehachapi Connection and the northeasternmost portions of  the 
Sierra Madre-Castaic Connection. This proposed SEA includes substantial portions of  the San Andreas Fault 
Zone; most of  the Los Angeles County portion of  the Tehachapi Mountains; the headwaters of  Antelope 
Wash; part of  the San Gabriel Mountains western section; a portion of  the headwaters of  Piru Creek, the 
largest tributary of  the Santa Clara River; a portion of  the headwaters of  Castaic Creek, the largest tributary 
of  the Santa Clara River within Los Angeles County; and portions of  the headwaters of  the Santa Clara River 
itself. 

The Antelope Valley SEA covers the north-south connection between the San Gabriel Mountains and the 
Mojave Desert, which provides movement opportunities along the drainages, such as Big Rock Creek, into 
open area playas in Kern and San Bernardino Counties to the north. This proposed SEA contains a portion 
of  the eastern section of  the San Gabriel Mountains in Los Angeles County, most of  the drainage of  Big 
Rock Creek, part of  the drainage of  Little Rock Creek, and playas on Edwards Air Force Base that are a 
major stopover on the Pacific Flyway when flooded.  

The San Gabriel-San Bernardino Connection overlaps with the San Dimas Canyon and San Antonio Wash 
SEA in the Project Area along its southern branch. This connection links the San Gabriel Mountains with the 
San Bernardino Mountains over Cajon Canyon and links the Angeles National Forest with the San 
Bernardino National Forest in the vicinity of  San Antonio Canyon, among other locations in the eastern San 
Gabriel Mountains. 

In the part of  the Project Area that extends across the San Gabriels to the south, the Proposed Project 
includes parts of  the SEAs that are located in the coastal foothill area of  the mountains: Altadena Foothills 
and Arroyos SEA, San Gabriel Canyon SEA, San Dimas and San Antonio Canyons SEA, and the East San 
Gabriel Valley SEA. This foothill area, influenced by the coastal conditions of  the Los Angeles Basin, is an 
important connecting area for coastal species and migrant species. 

Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands 

The Project Area includes a number of  major watercourses, smaller streams and tributaries, open water areas, 
and dry lakes. These watercourses, lakes, and dry lakes support riverine and riparian habitat. 

Three key agencies regulate activities within inland streams, wetlands, and riparian areas in California. The 
USACE Regulatory Program regulates activities pursuant to Section 404 of  the federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and Section 10 of  the Rivers and Harbors Act of  1899 (RHA); the CDFW regulates activities under 
the Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 to 1616; and the RWQCB regulates activities under Section 401 of  
the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

USACE jurisdictional waters are referred to as “Waters of  the U.S.,” the limits of  which are generally defined 
by the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). Although RWQCB jurisdictional resources are considered “waters 
of  the State,” the extent of  RWQCB jurisdiction generally defaults to USACE jurisdictional guidelines as no 
formal guidelines for RWQCB jurisdictional determinations currently exist. Isolated drainage features that 
have been evaluated by the USACE and determined not to support federal “Waters of  the U.S.” may still be 
subject to RWQCB and CDFW jurisdiction pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act and the 
California Fish and Game Code, respectively. The limits of  CDFW jurisdictional streambed and associated 
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riparian habitat are generally defined to the top of  the bank of  a streambed and extend to include any 
associated native riparian habitat. 

Regulated Trees 

The County Oak Tree Ordinance was established to recognize oak trees as significant historical, aesthetic, and 
ecological resources and provide for their preservation and propagation. The Oak Tree Ordinance regulates 
any tree of  the oak genus within the unincorporated areas that is (a) 25 inches or more in circumference (8 
inches in diameter) as measured 4.5 feet above mean natural grade, or a combined circumference of  any two 
trunks of  at least 38 inches (12 inches in diameter) in the case of  oaks with more than one trunk, or (b) any 
tree that has been provided as a replacement or mitigation tree. Per the ordinance, a person shall not cut, 
destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage on, or encroach into a protected zone of  any regulated oak tree 
without first obtaining an oak tree permit.26 

In addition, to satisfy Public Resources Code Section 21083.4, which provides for the conservation of  oak 
woodland habitats, the County adopted the OWCMP in 2012. The OWCMP develops a consistent policy for 
the management of  oak woodlands by providing a voluntary conservation strategy in order to meet the 
requirements of  the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Act (AB 242). The OWCMP extends CEQA 
consideration of  impacts to oak woodlands comprised of  oaks greater than 5 inches at DBH within an oak 
woodland habitat in the unincorporated areas. 

5.4.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Los Angeles County significance thresholds, consistent with and modified from Appendix G of  
the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if  the project 
would: 

B-1 Development of  the Project would impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

B-2 Development of  the Project would result in the loss of  riparian habitat or sensitive natural 
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of  Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

B-3 The Project would impact on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of  the Clean 
Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

B-4 The Project would affect wildlife movement of  native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of  
native wildlife nursery sites. 

                                                      
26 County of Los Angeles. Oak Tree Ordinance. Section 22.56.2050 et seq. 
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B-5 The Project would require compliance with adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. 

5.4.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
Land Use Element 
Goal LU 1: A land use pattern that maintains and enhances the rural character of  the unincorporated 
Antelope Valley.  

 Policy LU 1.1: Direct the majority of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley’s future growth to rural town 
center areas, rural town areas, and identified Economic Opportunity Areas. 

 Policy LU 1.2: Limit the amount of  potential development in rural preserve areas, through appropriate 
land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 
2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

Goal LU 2: A land use pattern that protects environmental resources. 

 Policy LU 2.1: Limit the amount of  potential development in Significant Ecological Areas, including 
Joshua Tree woodlands, wildlife corridors, and other sensitive habitat areas, through appropriate land use 
designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this 
Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 2.2: Limit the amount of  potential development near and within Scenic Resource Areas, 
including water features, significant ridgelines, and Hillside Management Areas, through appropriate land 
use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  
this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 2.3: Limit the amount of  potential development in Agricultural Resource Areas, including 
important farmlands designated by the State of  California and historical farmland areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 2.4: Limit the amount of  potential development in Mineral Resource Areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 2.5: Limit the amount of  potential development in riparian areas and groundwater recharge 
basins, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the 
Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 
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 Policy LU 2.6: Limit the amount of  potential development near the National Forests and on private 
lands within the National Forests, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential 
densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 
Goal COS 3: A clean water supply untainted by natural and man-made pollutants and contaminants. 

 Policy COS 3.4: Support preservation, restoration and strategic acquisition of  open space to preserve 
natural streams, drainage channels, wetlands, and rivers, which are necessary for the healthy functioning 
of  ecosystems.  

Goal COS 4: Sensitive habitats and species are protected to promote biodiversity. 

 Policy COS 4.1: Direct the majority of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley’s future growth to rural town 
center areas, rural town areas and, where appropriate, economic opportunity areas, minimizing the 
potential for habitat loss and negative impacts on Significant Ecological Areas. 

 Policy COS 4.2: Limit the amount of  potential development in Significant Ecological Areas, including 
the Joshua Tree woodlands, wildlife corridors, and other sensitive habitat areas, through appropriate land 
use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  
this Area Plan. 

 Policy COS 4.3: Require new development in Significant Ecological Areas to comply with applicable 
Zoning Code requirements, ensuring that development occurs on the most environmentally suitable 
portions of  the land. 

 Policy COS 4.4: Require new development in Significant Ecological Areas, to consider the following in 
design of  the project, to the greatest extent feasible: 

 Preservation of  biologically valuable habitats, species, wildlife corridors and linkages; 

 Protection of  sensitive resources on the site within open space; 

 Protection of  water sources from hydromodification in order to maintain the ecological function of  
riparian habitats; 

 Placement of  development in the least biologically sensitive areas on the site, prioritizing the 
preservation or avoidance of  the most sensitive biological resources onsite; 

 Design of  required open spaces to retain contiguous undisturbed open space that preserves the most 
sensitive biological resources onsite and/or serves to maintain connectivity; 

 Maintenance of  watershed connectivity by capturing, treating, retaining, and/or infiltrating storm 
water flows on site; and 
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 Consideration of  the continuity of  onsite open space with adjacent open space in project design.  

 Policy COS 4.5: Require new development to provide adequate buffers from preserves, sanctuaries, 
habitat areas, wildlife corridors, State Parks, and National Forest lands. 

 Policy COS 4.6: Encourage connections between natural open space areas to allow for wildlife 
movement. 

 Policy COS 4.10: Restrict development that would reduce the size of  water bodies, minimizing the 
potential for loss of  habitat and water supply. 

Goal COS 6: Farming is a viable profession for Antelope Valley residents, contributing to the Valley’s rural 
character and economic strength.  

 Policy COS 6.1: Limit the amount of  potential residential development in Agricultural Resource Areas 
(Map 4.3: Agricultural Resource Areas) through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan, minimizing the 
potential for future land use conflicts. 

 Policy COS 6.2: Limit incompatible non-agricultural uses in Agricultural Resource Areas. Where non-
agricultural uses are necessary to meet regional or community needs, require buffering and appropriate 
development standards to minimize potential conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses. 

Goal COS 18: Permanently preserved open space areas throughout the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy COS 18.1: Encourage government agencies and conservancies to acquire lands in the following 
areas and preserve them as permanent open space: 

 Significant Ecological Areas, including Joshua Tree woodlands, wildlife corridors, and other sensitive 
habitat areas; 

 Hillside Management Areas; 

 Scenic Resource Areas, including water features such as the privately owned portion of  Elizabeth 
Lake, significant ridgelines, buttes, and other natural landforms; 

 Lands adjoining preserves, sanctuaries, State Parks, and National Forests; and 

 Privately owned lands within the National Forest. 

 Policy COS 18.4: Pursue funding for open space acquisition and maintenance on an ongoing basis. 

Goal COS 19: New development meets open space objectives while maintaining rural character. 

 Policy COS 19.1: Require new development in Hillside Management Areas and Significant Ecological 
Areas to comply with applicable Zoning Code requirements for open space preservation. 
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 Policy COS 19.2: When new development is required to preserve open space, require designs with large 
contiguous open space areas that maximize protection of  environmental and scenic resources. 

 Policy COS 19.3: Allow large contiguous open space areas to be distributed across individual lots so that 
new development preserves open space while maintaining large lot sizes that are consistent with a rural 
environment, provided that such open space areas are permanently restricted through deed restrictions. 

 Policy COS 19.4: Pursue innovative strategies for open space acquisition and preservation through the 
land development process, such as Transfers of  Development Rights, Land Banking, and Mitigation 
Banking, provided that such strategies preserve rural character. 

Hillside Management Areas 

The existing County provisions that regulate HMAs apply to all unincorporated areas that contain terrain 
with a natural slope of  25 percent or greater. The goal of  the ordinance is to protect resources in HMAs 
from incompatible development, which may result in or have the potential for environmental degradation 
and/or destruction of  life and property. The purpose of  the ordinance is not to preclude development, but 
ensure to the extent possible that the natural topography, resources, and amenities of  HMAs are maintained 
and, where possible, enhanced. 

5.4.4 Environmental Impacts 
The scope of  this assessment is at a programmatic level rather than a project-specific level; thus, this analysis 
of  impacts to biological resources is discussed at a qualitative level. Project-level analyses are not required at 
this program level; however, development contemplated in the Proposed Project within the unincorporated 
areas will require subsequent project-by-project analysis to determine individual projects’ impacts to biological 
resources, significance, any project-specific mitigation, and any subsequent discretionary permits or 
coordination with resource agencies (e.g., USFWS, USACE, CDFW, RWQCB) that may be required. 

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance for which the Initial Study disclosed 
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.4-1: Development of the Proposed Project would impact, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS. [Threshold B-1] 

Impact Analysis: The Project Area has a large number of  sensitive plant and animal species (130 and 70, 
listed in Table 5.4-2, Special-Status Plant Species, and Table 5.4-3, Special-Status Wildlife Species, respectively). 
Among these are nine plant species and 14 animal species listed as threatened or endangered or rare by the 
USFWS or CDFW. The Proposed Project covers two distinctly different bioregions: the Antelope Valley and 
foothill areas on the northern edges of  the San Gabriel Mountains and Liebre Mountains, and the mountains 
west and south of  the Antelope Valley that are open space under the jurisdiction of  the Angeles National 
Forest (ANF) and Los Padres National Forest (LPNF). Development (residential, commercial, industrial, and 
public/institutional) under the Proposed Project would occur primarily in the Antelope Valley. The Proposed 
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Project would not change existing open space designations within the ANF and LPNF, but would allow low 
density residential development on private in-holdings within the national forests (typically one dwelling unit 
per 10 acres) and limited commercial/recreational development. The Proposed Area Plan would not affect 
land use within Edwards Air Force Base.  

Of  the nine listed plant species known from the Project Area, five are known largely from the San Gabriel 
Mountains in the southern or western mountainous and foothill habitats, where they occur largely within 
national forest lands or other open space. These include San Gabriel Indian paintbrush, Braunton’s milkvetch, 
Nevins barberry, slender horned spineflower, and thread-leaved broadiaea. The remaining species, the San 
Fernando Valley spineflower, Bakersfield cactus, spreading navarretia, and California orcutt grass have the 
potential to occur in areas where residential or other development could occur under the Proposed Project. 
The Proposed Project could impact all of  these species, either through residential and commercial 
development, or through other activities such as fuel modification and flood control.  

There are 13 federal- and state-listed species known to occur in the Project Area. Two species (the southern 
mountain yellow-legged frog and California red-legged frog) occur within the ANF or LPNF. The western 
snowy plover is known to nest only within Edwards Air Force Base and would not be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. Among the remaining species, the California condor (which forage within the Project 
Area), desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, bald eagle, and Swainson’s hawk all occur in the Project Area, 
where they would be expected to be adversely impacted by development under the Proposed Project The 
least Bell’s vireo, unarmored threespine stickleback, Santa Ana sucker, and southwestern willow flycatcher 
have the potential to occur in the Santa Clara River area where it flows from the Project Area boundary near 
Acton, and could be impacted by development in that area. Within the Project Area, the arroyo toad occurs 
mainly on lands managed by national forests, but has the potential to occur in foothill areas within major 
washes (e.g., Big Creek Wash), where it could be impacted by the Proposed Project.  

The Proposed Project would incorporate the proposed SEAs, which are designed to protect Los Angeles 
County’s most sensitive biological resources within the Antelope Valley. The Proposed Project would increase 
the land area under SEAs in the Project Area from the current 134,745 acres to 356,773 acres. The inclusion 
of  the most suitable habitat in the Project Area within SEAs will have a positive impact on the sensitive 
plants and animals in the Project Area. Under the existing SEA Ordinance, proposed development is required 
to be designed so that it is highly compatible with the biotic resources present—including setting aside 
appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas; maintaining water bodies, watercourses, and their tributaries in 
their natural state; leaving wildlife movement corridors undisturbed and in a natural state; retaining sufficient 
natural vegetative cover and/or open spaces to buffer critical resource areas from the proposed development; 
providing fences or walls where necessary to buffer important habitat from development; and locating and 
designing roads and utilities so they do not conflict with critical resources. However, the SEAs do not 
guarantee preservation, nor do they protect all habitats potentially supporting special-status species. Rather, 
they are a planning tool to provide a higher level of  scrutiny for those areas and resources of  greatest 
biological concern within the County.  

Figure 5.4-6, Proposed Land Use Designations Within SEAs, shows the land use designations within the SEA 
areas under the Proposed Project. Table 5.4-5, Land Use Designations Within Proposed SEAs in the Project Area, 
lists the land use designations that are proposed within the SEAs and their acreages. The SEA areas under the 
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Proposed Project consist of  designated open space (31 percent) and privately owned lands with land use 
designations other than open space (61 percent). Of  the non-open space lands within SEAs, 91 percent have 
a land use designation of  low density rural residential (one dwelling unit/20 acres) under the Proposed 
Project. The low density rural residential land use designation, together with project review and mitigation 
under the existing SEA Ordinance, would serve to minimize impacts to biological resources in the proposed 
SEAs. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would seek to focus new development capacity within three 
Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs) (see Chapter 3 of  this DEIR for descriptions of  the EOAs), which 
could serve to reduce development pressure inside SEAs.  

Nonetheless, buildout of  the Proposed Project will result in impacts to various habitat types, which will result 
in the loss of  special-status species through direct mortality, habitat loss, and edge effects at the urban-
wildland interface. As a consequence, buildout of  the Proposed Project will have a significant adverse effect 
on special-status species. 

Mitigation measure BIO–1 would ensure that, on a project-specific level, necessary surveys are conducted and 
a biological resources assessment is prepared to analyze project-specific impacts and propose appropriate 
mitigation measures to offset those impacts. In addition, any applicable project within an SEA will be subject 
to the SEA provisions and review by the SEA Technical Advisory Committee (SEATAC).27 SEATAC is an 
advisory committee to Regional Planning, which consists of  experts who specialize in various areas of  
biology in Los Angeles County. SEATAC advises on the adequacy of  analyses provided in biological reports; 
provides recommendations intended to help the applicant avoid, minimize, or mitigate biological impacts; and 
advises on a project’s compatibility with the SEA. Additionally, for federal- and state-listed species, 
consultation with regulatory agencies for compliance with state and federal Endangered Species Acts and 
species-specific permits and mitigation may be required with the intent that the information provided for the 
SEA Ordinance can also be used for other regulatory agency review. Furthermore, for waters, wetlands, and 
riparian habitat under the jurisdiction of  the USACE, CDFW, and/or RWQCB, permits and mitigation may 
be required, subject to the approval of  the regulatory agencies. 

                                                      
27 The SEA Ordinance, Section 22.52.2940 requires all Type B SEA CUP applications to be subject to review by SEATAC. The SEA 
CUP Type shall be determined by the Director of Planning using the criteria listed in SEA Ordinance Section 22.52.2935.D. In all 
cases, the County Staff Biologist will conduct a site review to assess the onsite biological resources. 
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Table 5.4-5 Land Use Designations Within Proposed SEAs in Project Area 
Land Use Acres 

Commercial (CR) 485 
Residential 2 (H2) 69 
Residential 5 (H5) 3,577 
Residential 9 (H9) 30 
Rural Land 1 (RL1) 1,123 
Rural Land 2 (RL2) 747 
Rural Land 5 (RL5) 4,079 
Rural Land 10 (RL10) 816 
Rural Land 20 (RL20) 189,305 
Heavy Industrial (IH) 600 
Light Industrial (IL) 909 
Public and Semi-Public (P) 5,244 

Subtotal 206,984 
  
Military Land (M) 41,948 
Open Space BLM (OS-BLM) 3,426 
Open Space Conservation (OS-C) 17,388 
Open Space National Forest (OS-NF) 57,661 
Open Space Parks and recreation (OS-PR) 5,815 
Water (W) 6,636 

Subtotal 132,874 
TOTAL 339,857 

 

Mitigation measure BIO–2 would minimize direct mortality to special-status species within SEAs from 
implementation of  construction activities by requiring pre-construction surveys (and construction monitoring 
where warranted) for special-status species as necessary. 

Although some direct impacts to special-status species would be mitigated, it does not offset the loss and 
degradation of  sensitive and common habitats inside and outside SEAs that would result from 
implementation of  the Proposed Project. Special-status species are dependent on a variety of  habitat types 
(both common and sensitive), and the conversion of  both habitat types with the buildout of  the Proposed 
Project would result in the overall reduction of  habitat and resources to support special-status species. Thus, 
due to the loss and degradation of  these habitats, impacts to special-status species remain significant at the 
Proposed Area Plan level.  
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Impact 5.4-2: Development of the Proposed Project would result in the loss of riparian habitat or sensitive 
natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the 
CDFW or USFWS. [Threshold B-2] 

Impact Analysis: The Project Area contains 16 sensitive natural plant communities identified in the 
CNDDB, including canyon live oak ravine forest, Mojave riparian forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, 
southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest, southern mixed riparian 
forest, southern riparian forest, southern riparian scrub, southern sycamore alder riparian woodland, southern 
willow scrub, valley needlegrass grassland, valley oak woodland, wildflower field, vernal pool, Southern 
California arroyo chub/Santa Ana sucker stream, and Southern California threespine stickleback stream. 
Several of  the sensitive woodland plant communities occur primarily in the mountainous parts of  the Project 
Area, which are under the jurisdiction of  the Angeles and Los Padres national forests. Development 
(residential, commercial, industrial, and public/institutional) that would occur under the Proposed Project 
would occur primarily in the Antelope Valley, and to a much smaller extent in the San Gabriel Mountains part 
of  the Project Area. The Proposed Project would allow low density residential development on private in-
holdings within the national forests (typically one dwelling unit per 10 acres) and limited 
commercial/recreational development. The Proposed Area Plan would not affect land use within Edwards 
Air Force Base. 

The Proposed Project would incorporate the proposed SEAs, which were designed to identify and protect the 
most sensitive biological resources in the Project Area, including sensitive plant communities. The Proposed 
Project would increase the land area under SEAs in the Project Area from the current 134,745 acres to 
356,773 acres and would have a positive impact on sensitive plant communities in the Project Area. Under the 
existing SEA Ordinance, proposed development is reviewed and recommendations are provided to help the 
applicant avoid, minimize, or mitigate biological impacts. However, the SEAs do not guarantee preservation, 
nor do they protect all sensitive plant communities. Rather, they are a planning tool to provide a higher level 
of  scrutiny for those areas and resources of  greatest biological concern within the County.  

As noted in the analysis of  impacts to sensitive species, the SEA areas under the Proposed Project consist of  
designated open space (31 percent) and privately owned lands with land use designations other than open 
space (61 percent). Of  the non-open space lands within SEAs, 91 percent have a land use designation of  low 
density rural residential (one dwelling unit/20 acres) under the Proposed Project. The low density rural 
residential land use designation, project review and mitigation under the existing SEA Ordinance, and the 
Proposed Project’s conservation goals and policies (described above in Section 5.4.3, Relevant Area Plan Goals 
and Policies) would together serve to minimize impacts to sensitive plant communities inside and outside the 
proposed SEAs. Mitigation measure BIO–1 would ensure that, on a project-specific level, necessary surveys 
are conducted and a biological resources assessment is prepared to analyze project-specific impacts and 
propose appropriate mitigation measures to offset those impacts. Additionally, for riparian habitat under the 
jurisdiction of  the USACE, CDFW, and/or RWQCB, permits and mitigation may be required, subject to the 
approval of  the regulatory agencies. Furthermore, project sites containing plant communities considered 
sensitive by the CDFW must be analyzed under CEQA and evaluated for impacts to such sensitive resources. 
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FIGURE 5.4-6

PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
WITHIN SEAs

Antelope Valley Project Area
RL1 - Rural Land 1 (1 du / 1 gross ac)
RL2 - Rural Land 2 (1 du / 2 gross ac)
RL5 - Rural Land 5 (1 du / 5 gross ac)
RL10 - Rural Land 10 (1 du / 10 gross ac)
RL20 - Rural Land 20 (1 du / 20 gross ac)
H2 - Residential 2 (0-2 du / net ac)
H5 - Residential 5 (0-5 du / net ac)
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IH - Heavy Industrial
P - Public and Semi-Public
ML - Military Land
OS-NF - Open Space National Forest
OS-C - Open Space Conservation
OS-PR - Open Space Parks and Recreation
OS-BLM - Bureau of Land Management
W - Water
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Nonetheless, buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in impacts to plant communities, including those 
recognized by the County and wildlife agencies as sensitive. As a consequence, buildout of  the Proposed 
Project would have a significant adverse effect on sensitive communities. 

Impact 5.4-3: The Proposed Project would impact federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means. [Threshold B-3] 

Impact Analysis: Los Angeles County supports a number of  water bodies (e.g., Lake Hughes, Elizabeth 
Lake, Quail Lake, Palmdale Lake), several major dry lakes (Rosamond Dry Lake, Rogers Dry Lake, and 
Buckhorn Dry Lake), large intermittent streams (Big Rock Wash and Little Rock Wash), and numerous 
smaller streams and tributaries that support riverine and riparian habitat, including wetlands. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service wetlands mapper (http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/NWI/index.html) identifies a number 
of  riverine wetlands (e.g., within the Big Rock and Little Rock alluvial drainages), freshwater emergent 
wetlands, and freshwater forested/shrub wetlands distributed broadly along the northern base of  the San 
Gabriel Mountains within the Project Area. However, a large proportion of  jurisdictional streams and 
wetlands in the County have not been not mapped and would need to be identified and delineated during 
individual project-level reviews. Individual projects considered for approval under the Proposed Project 
would impact these habitats.  

Three key agencies regulate activities within inland streams, wetlands, and riparian areas in California: the 
USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB. Any project that involves permanently or temporarily impacting jurisdictional 
waters and/or wetlands through filling, stockpiling, construction access, conversion to a storm drain, 
channelization, bank stabilization, road or utility line crossings, geotechnical investigations, or any other 
modifications that involve the discharge of  fill and/or alteration of  a jurisdictional resource, will likely require 
permits from the USACE, CDFW, and/or RWQCB before any land disturbance can commence. Both 
permanent and temporary impacts are regulated by the resource agencies. 

The Project area contains 16 Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), many of  which contain riparian habitats 
and wetlands that receive some protection under the existing SEA Ordinance. The Proposed Project includes 
substantial enlargement of  the SEAs in the Project Area, from 134,745 acres to 356,773 acres, which will 
expand the land area of  wetlands under protection. However, the SEAs do not guarantee preservation, nor 
do they protect all wetland habitats that occur in the Project Area. 

Development of  properties adjacent to riparian communities or other wetland habitats should be designed to 
protect water quality and the riverine biological ecological functions. Wetlands and Waters of  the U.S. that are 
under state and federal jurisdiction occur in the Project Area, however, the potential impacts to these by 
individual development projects will be analyzed on a project by project basis. Protection of  wetland habitats 
where they occur throughout the Project Area will assist in the preservation of  these resources within the 
Project Area. Best management practices during construction to minimize erosion and sedimentation will 
contribute to the protection of  water quality. The Conservation and Open Space Element of  the Proposed 
Area Plan outlines policies for the protection of  wetlands and biological resources (see Section 5.4-3, 5.4.3, 
Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies, above). 
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Implementation of  these policies will have both direct and indirect beneficial effects for wetlands by avoiding 
the most biologically sensitive areas, concentrating development in previously disturbed areas, and 
emphasizing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of  impacts to wetland areas. However, the buildout of  
the Proposed Project may impact wetland areas, and these impacts may have a significant adverse effect on 
wetlands through hydromodification, filling, diversion, or change in water quality. 

Mitigation measure BIO–1 would ensure that, on a project-specific level, necessary surveys are conducted and 
a biological resources assessment is prepared to analyze project-specific impacts and propose appropriate 
mitigation measures to offset those impacts. These surveys will allow the County to monitor and inventory 
wetlands within the Project Area. Any projects within an SEA will be subject to the existing SEA provisions 
and reviewed by SEATAC. In addition, for wetlands under the jurisdiction of  the USACE, CDFW, and/or 
RWQCB, as well as waters and riparian habitat under their respective jurisdictions, permits and mitigation 
may be required, subject to the approval of  the regulatory agencies. Furthermore, project locations with plant 
communities considered sensitive by the CDFW must be analyzed under CEQA. Thus, with implementation 
of  these mitigation measures in combination with the requirements for regulatory permitting (e.g., Section 
404 permitting and any associated mitigation requirements), impacts to wetlands would be considered less 
than significant. 

Impact 5.4-4: The Proposed Project would affect wildlife movement of native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites. [Threshold B-4] 

Impact Analysis: 

The Project Area supports four recognized regional wildlife linkages28: the Tehachapi, San Gabriel-Castaic, 
Sierra Madre-Castaic, and the San Gabriel-San Bernardino. The Tehachapi linkage is largely outside the 
Project Area. The part within Project Area is a small lowland area in the northwestern corner that is within 
the current Tehachapi SEA. The Sierra Madre-Castaic Connection is also located partially within the 
Tehachapi SEA. The San Gabriel-Castaic linkage includes Soledad Canyon, which is within the existing Santa 
Clara River SEA and which would be expanded under the Proposed Project. The San Gabriel-San Bernardino 
Connection provides connectivity between the Angeles and San Bernardino National Forests. Several small 
areas within the larger wildlife linkage areas fall within the southeastern corner of  the Project Area and are in 
the Angeles National Forest. 

All of  these regional wildlife linkages are at least partially within one or more SEA. The Proposed Project 
includes substantial enlargement of  the SEAs in the Project Area, from 134,745 acres to 356,773 acres, which 
will expand the land area within identified wildlife corridors under protection. However, the SEAs do not 
guarantee preservation, nor do they protect all wildlife corridors that occur in the Project Area.  

Implementation of  the conservation policies of  the Proposed Project will have direct and indirect beneficial 
effects for protecting regional wildlife linkages and facilitating wildlife movement by minimizing impacts to 
the most biologically sensitive areas. 
                                                      
28 South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast Ecoregion, South Coast Wildlands, 2008 
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However, the buildout of  the Proposed Project will impact regional wildlife linkages and may impact nursery 
sites. Thus, buildout of  the Proposed Project will have a significant adverse effect on wildlife movement and 
nursery sites. 

Mitigation measure BIO–1 would ensure that, on a project-specific level, a biological resources assessment is 
prepared to analyze project-specific impacts, including impacts to wildlife movement and nursery sites, and 
propose appropriate mitigation measures to offset those impacts. Such a survey will give the County the 
ability to monitor potential reductions in connectivity between core habitats. Any projects within an SEA will 
be subject to the existing SEA ordinance and review by SEATAC. 

Mitigation measure BIO–1 may provide some protection measures to avoid or minimize impacts to wildlife 
corridors and nursery sites; however, for those projects where avoidance or minimization of  impacts is 
infeasible, the policies proposed in the Proposed Project do not provide for mitigation for loss of  wildlife 
movement opportunities or nursery sites. If  development impacts regional wildlife linkages and impedes 
wildlife movement, connectivity will be lost on a regional scale in these vital landscape corridors and linkages. 
Thus, impacts to wildlife movement remain significant at the Proposed Area Plan level. 

Impact 5.4-5: The Proposed Project would require compliance with adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, 
Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other approved local, regional, or state policies 
or ordinances protecting biological resources. [Thresholds B-5] 

Impact Analysis: 

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). The County’s SEA Program seeks to preserve the genetic and 
physical ecological diversity of  Los Angeles County by designing biological resource areas capable of  
sustaining themselves into the future. The SEA designation is given to land that contains irreplaceable 
biological resources and includes undisturbed or lightly disturbed habitats that support valuable and 
threatened species and linkages and corridors to promote species movement. The Proposed Project includes 
expansion of  the number of  SEAs in the Project Area, and the land area under SEAs from the current 
134,745 acres to 356,773 acres. The expansion of  the SEAs under the Proposed Project is based on the best 
available science and adheres to the overarching objectives of  the SEA Program, in particular protecting the 
most sensitive biological resources in the Project Area, promoting the long-term sustainability of  the SEAs, 
and ensuring landscape-level connectivity that promotes sustainability and wildlife movement. The Proposed 
Project is consistent with the SEA Program and Ordinance. 

County Oak Tree Ordinance. The Oak Tree Ordinance regulates impacts to oak trees of  8 inches in 
diameter. The County adopted the OWCMP) in 2012, which develops a consistent policy for the management 
of  oak woodlands. The OWCMP extends CEQA consideration of  impacts to oak woodlands comprised of  
oaks 5 inches or larger in diameter at 4.5 feet above the ground surface. The County Oak Tree Ordinance and 
OWCMP are applied on a project-specific level, and consistency with these plans will be determined on a 
project-by-project basis. The Proposed Project does not alter or contradict the Oak Tree Ordinance, and the 
Proposed Project includes expansion of  oak woodlands protected under SEAs. The Proposed Project does 
not impact the County Oak Tree Ordinance. 
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County Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan. In 2012, the County adopted the OWCMP to 
encourage the preservation of  oak woodlands throughout Los Angeles County. The County recently prepared 
the Oak Woodlands Conservation Management Plan Guide, which details the process by which the County 
will determine the extent of  oak woodland habitat, the requirement for the preparation of  an oak woodland 
report, an analysis of  impacts to the extant oak woodland, and the need for mitigation for impacts to the oak 
woodland habitat. The County requires development projects to avoid impacts to oak woodlands and requires 
appropriate compensatory mitigation where development disturbs or removes such habitat. The policies of  
the Proposed Project do not conflict with the County Oak Tree Ordinance or OWCMP.  

West Mojave Plan. The WEMO is an HCP that encompasses most of  California’s western Mojave Desert 
and was adopted by the BLM in 2006. Portions of  Los Angeles County are located within the WEMO. 
However, the plan applies only to BLM public lands, as other agencies did not adopt the habitat conservation 
plan proposed in the West Mojave Plan to cover their jurisdictions. Therefore, the plan provisions have not 
been adopted by the County. The Proposed Project does not contain development plans within any area 
proposed for protection under the WEMO and is consistent with goals and policies of  the WEMO. 

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. The DRECP is a proposed NCCP, HCP, and Land Use 
Plan Amendment for the Mojave and Colorado deserts, including portions of  Los Angeles County. As a part 
of  California’s renewable energy planning efforts, the DRECP is intended to provide effective protection and 
conservation for desert ecosystems by providing binding, long-term endangered species permit assurances 
and to facilitate the review and approval of  compatible renewable energy projects. The DRECP will include 
implementation of  a scientifically based adaptive management and monitoring program as a part of  its overall 
conservation strategy. However, the DRECP is still in draft form and has not been formally adopted. The 
Proposed Project does not impact the DRECP. 

5.4.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts are defined as the direct and indirect effects of  a proposed project which, when 
considered alone, would not be deemed a substantial impact, but when considered in addition to the impacts 
of  related projects in the area, would be considered significant. “Related projects” refers to past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, which would have similar impacts to the proposed project. 
CEQA deems a cumulative impact analysis to be adequate if  a list of  “related projects” is included in the EIR 
or the proposed project is consistent with an adopted general, specific, master, or comparable programmatic 
plan [Section 15130(b)(1)(B)]. CEQA also states that no further cumulative impact analysis is necessary for 
impacts of  a proposed project consistent with an adopted general, specific, master, or comparable 
programmatic plan [Section 15130(d)]. 

For the purposes of  this analysis, the cumulative impacts study area extends beyond the boundaries of  the 
Project Area into the adjacent Tehachapi Mountains and Mojave Desert within Kern County to the north, the 
Mojave Desert and San Bernardino National Forest within San Bernardino County to the east. It should also 
be noted that large-scale, regional HCPs, NCCPs, and local plans occur within the cumulative impacts study 
area, including the West Mojave Plan, the draft DRECP, and Land Management Plans for the Southern 
California National Forests (i.e., Angeles, Los Padres, and San Bernardino National Forests). 
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Although any direct impacts to special-status species would be mitigated to the extent feasible, impacts to 
special-status species remain significant at the Proposed Area Plan level due to the loss and degradation of  
habitats required by sensitive species. However, as analyzed at the Proposed Area Plan level (i.e., loss of  
sensitive and common habitats and diminished resource availability), cumulative impacts to special-status 
species would be cumulatively significant. 

Impacts to sensitive plant communities under the Proposed Project would be mitigated to the extent feasible 
inside and outside of  SEAs but would nonetheless be significant at the project level. At the Proposed Area 
Plan level, cumulative impacts to sensitive plant communities would be cumulatively significant.  

For impacts to federally regulated wetlands, mitigation would ensure that unavoidable impacts to wetlands are 
mitigated with environmentally superior mitigation; thus, impacts to wetlands would be considered less than 
significant. Additionally, wetlands under the jurisdiction of  the USACE, CDFW, and/or RWQCB are subject 
to permits and mitigation that may be required by the regulatory agencies. Presuming that impacts to 
wetlands would be similarly mitigated in other regions of  the cumulative impacts study area, cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant. 

For projects where avoidance or minimization of  impacts to wildlife movement corridors is infeasible, the 
policies proposed in the Proposed Project do not provide mitigation for the loss of  wildlife movement 
opportunities or nursery sites. Impacts to wildlife movement would remain significant at the Proposed Area 
Plan level. Similarly, it is presumed that cumulative impacts to wildlife movement would be cumulatively 
significant. Although there are studies, such as South Coast Missing Linkages,29 that document important 
landscape linkages to facilitate wildlife movement throughout Southern California, there are few assurances or 
mitigation requirements to protect these areas, which may be broad areas that cross the jurisdictions of  
multiple cities and counties and can be a mosaic of  various public and private land ownership. 

The policies of  the Proposed Project do not conflict with the SEA and other county ordinances, LCPs, 
HCPs, or NCCPs, nor would it conflict on a cumulative level. Rather, the Proposed Project’s policies are 
compatible with many of  the goals and policies of  other conservation plans within the cumulative study area. 

5.4.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
Federal 

 Federal Endangered Species Act 

 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

 Federal Clean Water Act, Section 404 

 Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401 

                                                      
29 South Coast Wildlands. 2008. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast Ecoregion. South Coast Wildlands, 
Idyllwild, CA. Available online at: www.scwildlands.org. March 2008. 
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State 

 West Mojave Plan 

 Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 

 California Endangered Species Act 

 State of  California Fish and Game Code, Sections 3503/3503.5/3511/3513 

 State of  California Fish and Game Code, Section 1602 

 State of  California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

5.4.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impacts 
would be less than significant: 5.4-3, 5.4-5. 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be significant: 

 Impact 5.4-1 Impacts to special-status species remain significant at the Area Plan level due to 
the loss of  common habitats and diminished resource availability. 

 Impact 5.4-2 Impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive plant communities. 

 Impact 5.4-4 Impacts to wildlife movement. 

5.4.8 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures are recommended for those impacts to sensitive biological resources that are determined 
to be significant. Mitigation measures for impacts considered to be “significant” were developed in an effort 
to reduce such impacts to a level of  “less than significant,” while at the same time allowing the individual 
projects an opportunity to realize development goals. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, 
mitigation includes: 

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of  an action. 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of  the action and its implementation. 

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life 
of  the action. 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

August 2014 Page 5.4-89 

The County requires a conditional use permit for proposed projects within SEAs30, in order to ensure that 
the following measures are incorporated to protect identified biological resources:  

 be highly compatible with the biotic resources present, including the setting aside of  appropriate and 
sufficient undisturbed areas;  

 maintain water bodies, watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural state;  

 leave wildlife movement corridors (migratory paths) in an undisturbed and natural state;  

 retain sufficient natural vegetative cover and/or open spaces to buffer critical resource areas;  

 incorporate fences or walls as appropriate to buffer important habitat areas from development; and  

 locate roads and utilities serving the proposed development are located and designed so as not to conflict 
with critical resources, habitat areas or migratory paths.  

It is not the purpose to preclude development within these areas but to ensure, to the extent possible, that 
such development maintains and where possible enhances the remaining biotic resources of  the significant 
ecological areas.  

The existing SEA Ordinance would minimize impacts to sensitive species, sensitive communities, and wildlife 
movement corridors, but would not reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.  

Impacts 5.4-1 and 5.4-2 

BIO–1 Biological resources shall be analyzed on a project-specific level by a qualified biological 
consultant. A general survey shall be conducted to characterize the project site, and focused 
surveys should be conducted as necessary to determine the presence/absence of  special-
status species (e.g., focused sensitive plant or wildlife surveys). For proposed projects within 
SEAs, biological resources assessment report shall be prepared to characterize the biological 
resources on-site, analyze project-specific impacts to biological resources, and propose 
appropriate mitigation measures to offset those impacts. The report shall include site 
location, literature sources, methodology, timing of  surveys, vegetation map, site 
photographs, and descriptions of  biological resources on-site (e.g., observed and detected 
species as well as an analysis of  those species with potential to occur onsite). 

BIO–2 If  there is potential for direct impacts to special-status species with implementation of  
construction activities, the project-specific biological assessment (as mentioned in Mitigation 
Measure BIO–1) shall include mitigation measures requiring pre-construction surveys for 
special-status species and/or construction monitoring to ensure avoidance, relocation, or 
safe escape of  special-status species from the construction activities, as appropriate. If  

                                                      
30 22.56.215 Hillside Management and Significant Ecological Areas—Additional Regulations 
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special-status species are found to be nesting, brooding, denning, etc., on-site during the pre-
construction survey or monitoring, construction activity shall be halted until offspring are 
weaned, fledged, etc. and are able to escape the site or be safely relocated to appropriate 
offsite habitat areas. Relocations into areas of  appropriate restored habitat would have the best 
chance of  replacing/incrementing populations that are lost due to habitat converted to 
development. Relocation to restored habitat areas should be the preferred goal of  this measure. 
A qualified biologist shall be on site to conduct surveys, to perform or oversee 
implementation of  protective measures, and to determine when construction activity may 
resume. 

Impact 5.4-4 

BIO–3: Currently, development proposed within SEAs requires a conditional use permit, which 
provides additional protection to wildlife movement corridors and other sensitive biological 
resources. Proposed projects are requested to be designed so that wildlife movement 
corridors are left in an undisturbed and natural state. In practice, this protection typically 
involves adopting appropriate buffers around sensitive resources and setting aside 
undisturbed areas. However, no feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce 
impacts to wildlife movement entirely. 

5.4.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.4-1 and 5.4–2 

Development of  the Proposed Project would impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, species 
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the 
CDFW or USFWS. 

Although direct impacts to special-status species would be minimized within SEAs, there is no mitigation for 
the direct and indirect impacts to special-status species through the loss of  sensitive and common habitats. 
Special-status species are dependent on a variety of  habitat types (both common and sensitive), and the 
conversion of  common habitat types with the buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in the overall 
reduction of  habitat and resources to support special-status species. Thus, due to the loss of  common 
habitats capable of  supporting special-status species and diminished resource availability, impacts to special-
status species and associated habitat remain significant and unavoidable at the Proposed Area Plan level. 

Impact 5.4-4 

The Proposed Project would affect wildlife movement of  native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, 
conflict with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of  native wildlife 
nursery sites. 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project will have both direct and indirect beneficial effects for protecting 
regional wildlife linkages and facilitating wildlife movement by avoiding the most biologically sensitive areas 
and concentrating development in previously disturbed areas. However, buildout of  the Project will impact 
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regional wildlife linkages and may impact nursery sites. Thus, buildout of  the Project will have a significant 
adverse effect on wildlife movement and nursery sites. 
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5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cultural resources include places, objects, and settlements that reflect group or individual religious, 
archaeological, architectural, or paleontological activities. Such resources provide information on scientific 
progress, environmental adaptations, group ideology, or other human advancements. This section of  the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates whether implementation of  the Proposed Project will 
have an impact on cultural resources in the Project Area. The analysis in this section is based, in part, upon 
information in the following report: 

 Cultural Resources Technical Report for the County of  Los Angeles General Plan Environmental Impact Report, 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc., June 12, 2014 

A complete copy of  this study is included as Appendix H to this DEIR. 

In addition, historical and chronological information on prehistoric periods, Native American habitation in 
the region, and later settlements were compiled from Los Angeles County records, the 2014 Los Angeles 
County General Plan Public Review Draft, and the Los Angeles Almanac, 2014. 

5.5.1 Environmental Setting 
5.5.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal and state regulations, plans, or guidelines that are potentially applicable to the Proposed Project are 
summarized below. 

Federal Regulations 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of  1979 regulates the protection of  archaeological resources 
and sites that are on federal and Native American lands. 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of  1966 (NHPA) authorized the National Register of  Historic Places 
(NRHP) and coordinates public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the nation’s historic and 
archaeological resources. The NRHP includes districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are 
significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. 

Section 106 (Protection of  Historic Properties) of  the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account 
the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties. Section 106 Review refers to the federal review 
process that is designed to ensure that historic properties are considered during federal project planning and 
implementation. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, which is an independent federal agency, 
administers the review process with assistance from State Historic Preservation Offices. 
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National Register of Historic Places 

Developed in 1981, the National Register of  Historic Places (NRHP) is the nation's official list of  buildings, 
structures, objects, sites, and districts worthy of  preservation because of  their significance in American 
history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture. The NRHP recognizes resources of  local, state, and 
national significance that have been documented and evaluated according to uniform standards and criteria. 
Authorized under the NHPA, the NRHP is part of  a national program to coordinate and support public and 
private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect historic and archeological resources. The NRHP is 
administered by the National Park Service, which is part of  the U.S. Department of  the Interior. 

To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must meet at least one of  the following criteria: 

 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of  our history. 

 Is associated with the lives of  persons significant in our past. 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of  a type, period or method of  construction, or represents the 
work of  a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction. 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory. 

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of  historic figures; properties owned by religious institutions or 
used for religious purposes; structures that have been moved from their original locations; reconstructed 
historic buildings; and properties that are primarily commemorative in nature are not considered eligible for 
the NRHP unless they satisfy certain conditions. In general, a resource must be 50 years old to be considered 
for the NRHP unless it satisfies a standard of  exceptional importance.  

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) is a federal law passed in 1990 that 
provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain Native American cultural items, such as 
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of  cultural patrimony, to lineal descendants and 
culturally affiliated Native American tribes. 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

Evolving from the Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects with Guidelines for Applying the 
Standards that were developed in 1976, the Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of  Historic Properties 
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings was published in 1995 and 
codified as 36 CFR 67. Neither technical nor prescriptive, these standards are “intended to promote 
responsible preservation practices that help protect our Nation’s irreplaceable cultural resources.” 
Preservation acknowledges a resource as a document of  its history over time and emphasizes stabilization, 
maintenance, and repair of  existing historic fabric. Rehabilitation not only incorporates the retention of  
features that convey historic character, but also accommodates alterations and additions to facilitate 
continuing or new uses. Restoration involves the retention and replacement of  features from a specific period 
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of  significance. Reconstruction, the least used treatment, provides a basis for recreating a missing resource. 
These standards have been adopted or are used informally by many agencies at all levels of  government to 
review projects that affect historic resources. 

Omnibus Lands Act  

Originally known as the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act, Title VI Subtitle D, Paleontological 
Resources Preservation, of  the Omnibus Lands Act provides protection for scientifically significant fossils on 
federal land. The act defines a paleontological resource as “any fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of  
organisms, preserved in or on the earth’s crust, that are of  paleontological interest and that provide 
information about the history of  life on earth.” The act promotes the inventory, monitoring, and scientific 
and educational use of  paleontological resources on federal land and establishes rules for the collection and 
curation of  paleontological materials. Penalties for illegal collection of  paleontological resources are also 
strengthened by the act. 

State Regulations 

California Register of Historic Resources 

The State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC) has designed this program for use by state and local 
agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify, evaluate, register, and protect California's historical 
resources. The California Register of  Historic Resources (CRHR) is the authoritative guide to the state's 
significant historical and archeological resources. It encourages public recognition and protection of  
resources of  architectural, historical, archeological, and cultural significance; identifies historical resources for 
state and local planning purposes; determines eligibility for state historic preservation grant funding; and 
affords certain protections under CEQA. The CRHR was created to identify resources deemed worthy of  
preservation on a state level and was modeled closely after the NRHP. The criteria are nearly identical to 
those of  the NRHP but focus upon resources of  statewide, rather than national, significance. The CRHR 
automatically includes resources listed on the NRHP. 

To be eligible for listing in the CRHR, a resource must meet at least one of  the following criteria: 

 Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of  local or 
regional history or the cultural heritage of  California or the United States. 

 Associated with the lives of  persons important to local, California or national history. 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of  a type, period, region or method of  construction or represents 
the work of  a master or possesses high artistic values. 

 Has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of  the local 
area, California or the nation. 
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California Historical Landmarks 

California Historical Landmarks are buildings, structures, sites, or places that have been determined to have 
statewide historical significance by meeting at least one of  the criteria listed below. The landmark must also be 
approved for designation by the county board of  supervisors or the city/town council in whose jurisdiction it 
is; be recommended by the SHRC; and be officially designated by the Director of  California State Parks. The 
resource must meet at least one of  these criteria: 

 Be the first, last, only, or most significant of  its type in the state or within a large geographic region 
(Northern, Central, or Southern California). 

 Be associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history of  California. 

 Be a prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural movement or construction 
or is one of  the more notable works or the best surviving work in a region of  a pioneer architect, 
designer or master builder. 

California Public Resources Code 

Archaeological, paleontological, and historical sites are protected pursuant to a wide variety of  state policies 
and regulations enumerated under the California Public Resources Code (PRC). In addition, cultural and 
paleontological resources are recognized as nonrenewable resources and therefore receive protection under 
the California PRC and CEQA. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if  human remains are discovered within the 
project site, disturbance of  the site shall halt and remain halted until the coroner has conducted an 
investigation and made recommendations to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her 
authorized representative. If  the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority 
and if  the coroner recognizes or has reason to believe the human remains to be those of  a Native American, 
he or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 hours. 
PRC Section 5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of  a discovery of  any human remains 
and would mitigate all potential impacts. 

PRC Sections 5020 to 5029.5 continued the former Historical Landmarks Advisory Committee as the SHRC. 
The SHRC oversees the administration of  the California Register of  Historical Resources and is responsible 
for the designation of  State Historical Landmarks and Historical Points of  Interest. 

PRC Sections 5079 to 5079.65 define the functions and duties of  the Office of  Historic Preservation (OHP). 
The OHP is responsible for the administration of  federal- and state-mandated historic preservation programs 
in California and the California Heritage Fund. 

PRC Sections 5097.9 to 5097.991 provide protection to Native American historical and cultural resources and 
sacred sites and identify the powers and duties of  the NAHC. It also requires notification to descendants of  
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discoveries of  Native American human remains and provides for treatment and disposition of  human 
remains and associated grave goods. 

California Points of Historical Interest  

California Points of  Historical Interest are sites, buildings, features, or events that are of  local (city or county) 
significance and have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific or 
technical, religious, experimental, or other value. Points of  Historical Interest designated after December 1997 
and recommended by the SHRC also are listed in the CRHR. No historical resource may be designated as 
both a landmark and a point. If  a point is subsequently granted status as a landmark, the point designation 
will be retired. 

To be eligible for designation as a Point of  Historical Interest, a resource must meet at least one of  the 
following criteria: 

 Be the first, last, only, or most significant of  its type within the local geographic region (city or county). 

 Be associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history of  the local area. 

 Be a prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural movement, or construction, or 
be one of  the more notable works or the best surviving work in the local region of  a pioneer architect, 
designer, or master builder. 

State Historical Building Code  

Created in 1975, the State Historical Building Code (SHBC) provides regulations and standards for the 
preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, or relocation of  historic buildings, structures, and properties that 
have been determined by an appropriate local or state governmental jurisdiction to be significant in the 
history, architecture, or culture of  an area. Rather than being prescriptive, the SHBC constitutes a set of  
performance criteria. The SHBC is designed to “help facilitate restoration or change of  occupancy in such a 
way as to preserve original or restored elements and features of  a resource; to encourage energy conservation 
and a cost-effective approach to preservation; and to provide for reasonable safety from earthquake, fire, or 
other hazards for occupants and users of  such buildings, structures, and properties.”  

Codified in Health and Safety Code Sections 18950 through 18961, the SHBC provides alternative building 
regulations and building standards for the rehabilitation, preservation, restoration (including related 
reconstruction), or relocation of  buildings or structures designated as historic buildings. Such alternative 
building standards and building regulations are intended to facilitate the restoration or change of  occupancy 
so as to preserve their original or restored architectural elements and features, to encourage energy 
conservation and a cost-effective approach to preservation, and to provide for the safety of  the building 
occupants. The SHBC also serves as a guide for providing reasonable availability, access, and usability by the 
physically disabled. 
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State Historic Preservation Officer 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is responsible for the operation and management of  the 
OHP, as well as long range preservation planning in California. The governor appoints the SHPO in 
consultation with the SHRC and the Director of  the Department of  Parks and Recreation. The SHPO assists 
the SHRC in accomplishing its goals and duties by developing and administering a program of  public 
information, education, training, and technical assistance. The SHPO also serves as Executive Secretary to the 
SHRC and is responsible for developing an administrative framework for the SHRC and implementing the 
SHRC’s preservation programs and priorities. The SHPO also oversees implementation of  preservation laws 
regarding historic resources, and oversees the California Historic Resources Inventory, which serves as a 
listing of  historic resources identified using national, state, and local criteria. 

Native American Heritage Commission 

Section 5097.91 of  the PRC established the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), whose duties 
include the inventory of  places of  religious or social significance to Native Americans and the identification 
of  known graves and cemeteries of  Native Americans on private lands. Section 5097.98 of  the PRC specifies 
a protocol to be followed when the NAHC receives notification of  a discovery of  Native American human 
remains from a county coroner. 

Government Code, Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 

These sections of  the California Public Records Act were enacted to protect archaeological sites from 
unauthorized excavation, looting, or vandalism. Section 6254(r) explicitly authorizes public agencies to 
withhold information from the public relating to “Native American graves, cemeteries, and sacred places 
maintained by the NAHC.” Section 6254.10 specifically exempts from disclosure requests for “records that 
relate to archaeological site information and reports, maintained by, or in the possession of  the Department 
of  Parks and Recreation, the SHRC, the State Lands Commission, the NAHC, another state agency, or a local 
agency, including the records that the agency obtains through a consultation process between a Native 
American tribe and a state or local agency.” 

Health and Safety Code, Sections 7050 and 7052 

Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 declares that, in the event of  the discovery of  human remains outside 
of  a dedicated cemetery, all ground-disturbing activities must cease and the county coroner must be notified. 
Section 7052 establishes a felony penalty for mutilating, disinterring, or otherwise disturbing human remains, 
except by relatives. 

California Senate Bill 18 

Existing law provides limited protection for Native American prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, 
and ceremonial places. These places may include sanctified cemeteries; religious or ceremonial sites; shrines; 
burial grounds; prehistoric ruins; archaeological or historic sites; Native American rock art inscriptions; or 
features of  Native American historic, cultural, and sacred sites. 
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Senate Bill 18 was signed into law in September 2004 and went into effect on March 1, 2005. It placed new 
requirements on local governments for developments within or near Traditional Tribal Cultural Places 
(TTCP). The law required local jurisdictions to provide opportunities for involvement of  California Native 
Americans tribes in the land planning process for the purpose of  preserving TTCPs. The Final Tribal 
Guidelines recommend that the NAHC provide written information as soon as possible but no later than 
30 days after being notified to inform the Lead Agency if  a proposed project is determined to be in proximity 
to a TTCP, and another 90 days for tribes to respond to a local government if  they want to consult with the 
local government to determine whether the project would have an adverse impact on the TTCP. There is no 
statutory limit on the consultation duration. Forty-five days before the action is publicly considered by the 
local government council, the local government refers action to agencies, following the CEQA public review 
timeframe. The CEQA public distribution list may include tribes listed by the NAHC who have requested 
consultation, or it may not. If  the NAHC, the tribe, and interested parties agree upon the mitigation measures 
necessary for the proposed project, it would be included in the project’s EIR. If  the lead agency and the tribe 
agree that adequate mitigation or preservation measures cannot be taken, then neither party is obligated to 
take action. 

Per SB 18, a city or county must consult with the NAHC and any appropriate Native American tribe before 
the adoption, revision, amendment, or update of  a city’s or county’s general plan. Although SB 18 does not 
specifically mention consultation or notice requirements for adoption or amendment of  specific plans, the 
Final Tribal Guidelines advise that SB 18 requirements extend to specific plans as well, since state planning 
law requires local governments to use the same process for amendment or adoption of  specific plans as 
general plans (Government Code §65453). In addition, SB 18 provides a new definition of  TTCP requiring a 
traditional association of  the site with Native American traditional beliefs, cultural practices, or ceremonies, or 
the site must be shown to actually have been used for activities related to traditional beliefs, cultural practices, 
or ceremonies. Previously, the site was defined to require only an association with traditional beliefs, practices, 
lifeways, and ceremonial activities. In addition, SB 18 amended Civil Code Section 815.3 and adds California 
Native American tribes to the list of  entities that can acquire and hold conservation easements for the 
purpose of  protecting their cultural places. 

Mills Act Ordinance and Historic Preservation 

The Mills Act Ordinance, which was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of  Supervisors on 
November 26, 2013, implements the Mills Act in the Project Area. The Ordinance provides for reduced 
property taxes on eligible historic properties in return for the property owner’s agreement to maintain and 
preserve the historic property. Preservation of  properties is to be in accordance with the standards and 
guidelines set forth by the Secretary of  the Interior. The County is accepting applications for the Mills Act 
historical property contract program through September 30, 2014. Currently, only properties listed on the 
NRHP or the California Register, and contributing properties located within a National Register or California 
Register historic district qualify as an eligible property. In conjunction with the Mills Act Ordinance, the 
County is developing a local Historic Preservation Ordinance to enable the designation of  local historic 
landmarks and districts. Once adopted, local landmarks and districts will be eligible to participate. 
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County of Los Angeles 

Cultural and historic sites or resources listed in the national, state, or local registers maintained by the County 
of  Los Angeles (County) are protected through the Los Angeles County General Plan policies and 
regulations restricting alteration, relocation, and demolition of  historical resources. The California 
Government Code requires that all zoning ordinances, zone changes, subdivisions, capital improvement plans, 
and public works projects must be consistent with the General Plan—this includes the designation of  all 
cultural and historical sites and resources. Furthermore, the Los Angeles County Historical Landmarks and 
Records Commission is the acting local legislative body that reviews and recommends cultural heritage 
resources in the unincorporated areas for inclusion in the State Historic Resources Inventory. 

5.5.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Cultural Setting 

Prehistoric Cultural Setting 

General scholarship notes the prehistoric occupation of  southern California by various hunter-gatherer 
groups to at least 12,000 years before present (B.P.) (Moratto 1984). Specifically, the Antelope Valley foothill 
region has been identified as an axis between coastal and desert populations, as well as northern populations 
of  the Eastern Sierra and northern California (Loftus and Turner 2008). Prehistoric human subsistence is 
believed to have involved the seasonal exploitation of  natural resources by small groups, a strategy that was 
successfully employed until approximately 2,000 B.P. After that time, changes in the cultural adaptations of  
these prehistoric communities occurred, changes believed to have been caused by an increase in population, 
among other potential catalysts. Other potential catalysts for this change include changes in the environment, 
social organization, technology, or perhaps a combination of  all. Specific changes that have been identified 
include a shift toward a more sedentary settlement pattern with the appearance of  semi-permanent villages 
and an increase in small campsites associated with these larger villages (Loftus and Turner 2008). 

Loftus and Turner (2008) identify a generally accepted chronology for dating the various cultural phases of  
the prehistoric populations that occupied the Mojave Desert and the Great Basin area, which can likewise be 
applied to the Antelope Valley. This chronology proposes seven specific cultural phases: Pre-projectile Point 
Period (20000–10000 B.P.), Paleo-Indian Period (ca. 10000 B.C.–8000 B.C.), Lake Mojave Period (8000 B.C.–
5000 B.C.), Pinto Period (5000 B.C.–2000 B.C.), Gypsum Period (2000 B.C.–A.D. 500), Rose Spring Period 
(A.D. 500–1000), and the Late Prehistoric Period (A.D. 1000 to contact). 

The Pre-projectile Point Period is a contentious cultural phase that is proposed by some researchers to place 
early lithic traditions such as Calico, Lake China, and Lake Manix. Specific references can be found in the 
Loftus and Turner archaeological report (2008). The Paleo-Indian Period is the period associated with Big 
Game Hunting Traditions that utilized fluted points for hunting late Pleistocene megafauna. A few of  these 
Paleo-Indian fluted points have been found in the Mojave Desert. Examples of  Paleo-Indian fluted projectile 
points include the Clovis and Dalton point types. During the Lake Mojave Period, a diversification of  artifact 
and ecofact assemblages occurs, suggesting the adoption of  broader adaptation strategies by prehistoric 
populations. Artifacts associated with this period include the long-stemmed Lake Mojave and shorter-
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stemmed Silver Lake projectile points, finds which are often associated with terminal Pleistocene lake shore 
locations. Relatively few milling stone artifacts have been found in Lake Mojave Period contexts, suggesting a 
subsistence pattern that emphasized hunting. 

The following Pinto Period is characterized by generalized hunter-gatherer populations that occupied 
seasonal camps in small numbers; it is most likely that the earliest occupants of  the Project Area can be 
placed within this period. Artifacts of  this period are exemplified by the Pinto projectile point type, probable 
evidence of  atlatl use, and the appearance of  settlement sites near to ephemeral lakes and now-dry springs or 
creeks. There is a noticeable lack of  groundstone or milling stone artifacts at Pinto Period archaeological sites. 
Cultural adaptations occurred during the Gypsum Period to more arid desert conditions, adaptations that 
resulted in an increased emphasis on socioeconomic ties through trade, the development of  new 
technologies, and more complex ritual activities. Artifacts commonly associated with the Pinto Period include 
a wide variety of  projectile point types, including but not limited to, the Humboldt Concave base, Gypsum 
cave, and Elko Eared or Elko Corner-notched, as well as the first appearance of  trade artifacts made of  shell. 
A continuation of  these artifacts extends into the next period, the Rose Spring Period, as does an increased 
social complexity due to larger populations and extensive, long-distance trade contacts. Specific projectile 
point types associated with this period are the Rose Spring and Eastgate; research attests to the existence of  
several semi-permanent villages that made use of  multiple ecological zones, as well as the establishment of  
extensive trade routes throughout Southern California. 

The final prehistoric period is the Late Prehistoric Period; key indicators associated with this period include a 
broad diffusion of  pottery west from the Colorado River area, an abundance of  coastal shell beads, and two 
particular projectile points (Desert Sid enotched and the Cottonwood). With the presence of  well-established 
trade, complex socioeconomic and sociopolitical organization developed, and by approximately 1,000 to 500 
years before the present, social complexity had likely reached the chiefdom level. An increase in population 
resulted in the gradual intensification of  much broader environments and food resources. By the mid-17th 
century, occupation levels decreased in the Antelope Valley, effectively marginalizing the area as one of  
limited socio-cultural complexity. Most researchers consider the Late Prehistoric Period an extension of  the 
ethnographic present, a claim that is supported by both recorded oral traditions as well as the archaeological 
record. 

Ethnographic Setting 

The Project Area is located in the Antelope Valley, a region in which the prehistoric cultural history is poorly 
documented and/or understood (Kroeber 1925; Moratto 1984; Sutton 1996). Two primary ethnographic 
populations are known to have inhabited the Project Area, the Tataviam and the Kitanemuk. Various Native 
American culture groups such as the Chumash, the Serrano/Vanyume, and the Tongva, are also known from 
areas surrounding the Antelope Valley. It is also noted by Sutton (1988; 1996) that existing archaeological 
evidence attests that regional trade actively occurred between local population groups and other Western 
Mojave culture groups (e.g., Mojave or the Chemehuevi), indicating that these desert groups may also have 
utilized or otherwise traveled through the Antelope Valley region. 
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Geographically, the Tataviam occupied territory in the southern Antelope Valley, while the Kitanemuk 
occupied land to the north of  the Tataviam, principally in the region around, and farther north of, the 
Tehachapi Mountains. During the period of  European contact, Tataviam territory may have ranged east of  
Piru, through the entire upper Santa Clara River region, northwards to Pastoria Creek and east to Mount 
Gleason (King and Blackburn 1978). Likewise, the Kitanemuk territorial sphere covered the western Antelope 
Valley, which they may have contentiously shared with their southerly neighbors the Tataviam, north to 
include the Tehachapi Mountains and the eastern High Sierras. 

Kroeber (1925) and others recognize the Tataviam as part of  the Fernandeño group, a generalization 
referring to all Native populations that were eventually assimilated by the San Fernando Mission. The 
subsistence strategy of  the Tataviam was that of  a complex hunter-gatherer society living in small villages and 
satellite camps that were established near reliable water sources, such as streams or rivers sourcing from the 
local mountains and foothills, or shoreline settlements around established lakes within the flat desert valley. At 
a more recent period, it is believed that a chiefdom-type societal structure was adopted, with a single chief  
overseeing the people inhabiting villages. Plant and animal varieties of  particular importance for Tataviam 
subsistence include, but are not limited to, acorns, seeds, berries, yucca, cactus, and game such as deer and 
rabbit. Specific knowledge of  cultural traits of  the Tataviam is scarce, as culturally significant information 
regarding traditions such as religious believes, oral histories, or folklore has been lost as a result of  the forced 
subjugation of  this population by European occupation and Missionization. Material culture types associated 
with the Tataviam are similar to those of  their neighbors and include elaborate basketry, ornamental and 
functional items crafted from shell, steatite, stone and bone. 

The Kitanemuk are associated with the Serrano division of  the Shoshonean group, and as is the case with 
their neighbors the Tataviam, little archaeological or ethnographic data exists that details this obscure 
population (Blackburn and Bean 1978; Kroeber 1925). Blackburn and Bean (1978) described the Kitanemuk 
as mountain people who occasionally ventured to the lower desert valleys during cooler seasons. Similarly to 
the Tataviam, the Kitanemuk most likely practiced a seasonal hunter-gatherer subsistence strategy dictated by 
the seasons. Primary camps and villages were mostly situated in the Tehachapi Mountains and foothills, as 
well as farther to the north. Important plant and animal varieties include the acorn, pinon pine nuts, native 
tobacco, and yucca, as well as the hunting of  small and large game. Material culture types associated with the 
Kitanemuk are similar to those of  the Tataviam, including the manufacture of  lithic projectile points and 
tools, wooden vessels with shell inlay, and advanced basketry. It is noted that the Kitanemuk, unlike their 
surrounding neighbors’ preference for cremation, appeared to have buried their dead (Kroeber 1925). 

Historical Setting 

Historic cultural resources are generally more than 45 years of  age and range from the earliest time of  contact 
with Europeans to around the year 1960. Numerous types of  historical cultural resources can include trails 
and highways, homesteads and other structures or buildings, remnants of  single or time based use activities 
such as trash deposits, and historically documented landscape sites such as the camp sites of  Spanish 
explorers. Any cultural resource that may be evaluated as significant, important, or unique under current 
cultural resource protection laws and that can date to more than 45 years of  age is considered to be an 
historic cultural resource. The historical setting for the Project Area can be divided into three parts: The 
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Spanish Period (ca. 1533 to 1821), the Mexican Period (1821 to 1848), and the American Period (1848 to 
Present). 

The Spanish were the first known Europeans to explore and colonize the land area of  what is known today as 
California, territory known to them as Alta California (present-day State of  California) and Baja California 
(Mexican states of  Baja California Norte and Baja California Sur). This period of  Spanish exploration of  
eventual colonization is now known as the Spanish Period. Early reconnaissance of  California began in1540 
with Hernando de Alarcon’s ocean expedition traveling northward up the Gulf  of  California and into the 
mouth of  the Colorado River, thus making those travelers the first Europeans to enter California. From 1542 
to 1543, Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo led an ocean expedition to explore the coastal perimeter of  California 
(Laylander 2000). Cabrillo and his crew first stepped ashore at the present day harbor of  San Diego, claiming 
California for the King of  Spain. In addition, the expedition visited most of  the Channel Islands and the land 
near the City of  Ventura, and sailed as far north as Monterey Bay, maybe as far north as Point Reyes while 
failing to site San Francisco Bay. 

By the 1560s established sea-trade routes controlled by the Spanish ferried goods from Asian commercial 
outposts to territories in present-day Mexico by way of  the California Coast. The long and arduous trip 
resulted in many galleons stopping along the coast looking for food and water, thus bringing Europeans into 
contact with the local Native Californians. With this elevated traffic of  goods across the Pacific, raids against 
Spanish galleons, particularly by Sir Francis Drake, motivated the Spanish to better map California with the 
intent of  establishing ports along its coastline to protect and refurbish the Manila galleons. It took several 
years after these early explorations of  California before official Spanish colonization occurred. In 1769 
Franciscan administrator Junípero Serra and the Spanish military under the command of  Gaspar de Portolá 
arrived in San Diego. Thus began the eventual establishment of  21 California Missions and Spanish 
Missionization efforts, the purpose of  which was to “convert” the Native Californians to Catholicism within 
a ten-year period and then return the Mission lands to the Indians. 

The first documented Europeans in the Antelope Valley were the Spanish explorers Captain Pedro Fages in 
1772 and Father Francisco Garcés in the late 1770s. At this time, the Tataviamand Kitanemuk culture and 
ways of  life were heavily disrupted, as the process of  Spanish Missionization commenced. The founding of  
the San Fernando Mission in 1797 instituted a direct impact on the region’s native inhabitants. Within a few 
generations, most of  the knowledge regarding the language and culture of  these local groups had vanished. 
At the time of  the Spanish arrival, population estimates of  California Indians were placed at about 310,000 
individuals. By the end of  the Spanish reign, due to unhygienic Spanish population centers (essentially labor 
camps), European disease, incarceration of  Indians, excessive manual labor demands, and poor nutrition, the 
population declined with a result of  over 100,000 fatalities, nearly one-third of  the California Indians (Castillo 
1998). Between the first founding of  the Spanish Mission, increased migration and settlement occurred in the 
territories of  Alta California until unrest among these new residents impacted Spanish control of  the area. 

The Mexican Period is marked as beginning in 1821 and is synonymous with Mexico’s independence from 
Spain. Mexico became California’s new ruling government and at first, little changed for the California 
Indians. The Franciscan missions continued to enjoy the free unpaid labor the natives provided, despite the 
Mexican Republic’s 1824 Constitution that declared the Indians to be Mexican citizens. This monopoly of  
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Indian labor by a system which accounted for nearly one-sixth of  land in the state angered the newly land-
granted colonial citizens. This led to an uprising of  the Indian population against the Mexican government 
and the eventual secularization and collapse of  the mission system by 1834. After the fall of  the missions, 
return of  the land to the California Indians was mandated by the government, though little land was. 

Other European countries increased their presence in California during the Mexican Period, among them the 
Russians and the Americans. American ships from Boston traded with the towns and Missions mostly for 
tallow and hides. In addition, trappers and hunters begin to operate in the state, entering by land from the 
east. William Manley and John Rogers, American explorers, were among the first non-Native Americans to 
traverse the Antelope Valley in 1850. Prior to Manley and Roger’s arrival in the Antelope Valley came Jedidiah 
Smith, Kit Carson, Ewing Young, among others, who entered the area in the late 1820s and 1830s. During the 
Mexican Period, occupation of  the Antelope Valley was virtually non-existent. Occasionally, hunting parties 
concerned with the rounding up of  runaway Indians ventured into the valley and the surrounding areas. At 
this time, it is estimated that very few California Indians peopled the Antelope Valley on a regular basis. 

In 1846, armed conflict erupted between Mexican and American forces, resulting in the increased presence of  
American military forces within California. Rapidly, Mexican resistance deteriorated and the United States 
occupied Mexico City in 1848, marking the beginning of  the American Period. California becomes a U.S. 
holding with the signing of  the Treaty of  Guadalupe Hidalgo in February 1848, thereby ending the Mexican-
American War and ceding much of  the southwest territories to the United States. Just prior to the signing of  
the treaty, gold was discovered along the American River near Sacramento, sparking the major influx of  
American adventurers into California. In 1850, California was formally admitted into the Union as the 31st 
state. 

At the beginning of  the American Period, little notice was paid to colonizing the Antelope Valley. In fact, 
most of  the late 19th century can be described as a time when people were mostly passing through to other 
destinations. However, sparsely dispersed ranches were established in the Antelope Valley during the 1860s. 
The Homestead Act of  1862 and the Desert Land Act of  1877 greatly contributed to the settlement of  the 
Antelope Valley. The Homestead Act opened up public lands to citizens for settlement, based on very 
minimal requirements. The Desert Land Act intended to “encourage and promote the economic 
development of  arid and semi-arid public lands of  the western United States. Through this Act, individuals 
may apply for a desert-land entry to reclaim, irrigate, and cultivate arid and semi-arid public lands.”1 

Agriculture, gas and mining endeavors, and settlement stimulus endeavors such as the Homestead Act and the 
Desert Land Act contributed to the increased population of  the Antelope Valley during the later stages of  the 
1800s. It was also during the late 1800s that established transportation routes were formed between the City 
of  Los Angeles and the Antelope Valley, including the Butterfield Stage Overland Mail route (1858), the Los 
Angeles & Independence Railroad, Southern Pacific Railroad (1876), Antelope Valley Line, Union Pacific 
Lone Pine Branch, the Santa Fe Railroad Branch, among many others. The early 1900s was a period of  
innovation, which included mechanical irrigation and electricity. Also during this period, an avid pursuit of  
alfalfa cultivation occurred, quickly elevating this as the Antelope Valley’s major crop. 

                                                      
1http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en.html, accessed July 21, 2014. 
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Cultural Resources  

Historical Resources 

Los Angeles County has many historical landmarks and points of  historical interest in its jurisdiction, 
including the remnants of  vast ranchos, routes of  early explorers, historic railroad lines, and the homes of  
prominent people who shaped local history. Searches for historical resources in Los Angeles County were 
conducted through the National Register of  Historic Places, California Historical Resources (Office of  
Historic Preservation), California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of  Historic Interest. Many of  
the resources listed in the California Register are also of  national significance and listed in the National 
Register of  Historic Places (NRHP).  

There are seven historic resources within the Project Area. Figure 5.5-1, Historic Resource Sites, displays the 
locations of  these historic resources. Historic resources are listed in the following federal and state databases:  

 National Register of  Historic Places 

• The CRHR automatically includes resources listed on the NRHP. The two historic resources in the 
Project Area listed on the NRHP are described in Table 5.5-1.  

 California Historical Landmarks 

• Table 5.5-2 summarizes the four California Historical Landmarks in the Project Area. 

 California Points of  Historical Interest  

• Only one California Points of  Historical Interest is located within the Project Area: the Soledad-
Acton Schoolhouse was built in 1890 and is located at 32248 N. Crown Valley Road, Acton, CA 
(Sapphos Environmental 2009). 

Table 5.5-1 NRHP Properties in the Project Area 
Property Name Address/Location Year Listed 

Antelope Valley Indian Museum 15701 East Avenue, Lancaster 1987 

Ridge Route, Old Along Old Ridge Route (roughly bounded by 
Sandberg and Canton Canyon), Castaic 1997 

Source: Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 2009; LA County DRP 2014. 
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Table 5.5-2 California Historical Landmarks in the Project Area 

Property Name Address/Location 
Listed in 

NRHP 
Listed in 

CRHR 

Pomona Water Power Plant Camp Baldy Road (P.M. 2.0), San Antonio Canyon, 8.1 miles 
North of State Highway 166, Claremont — — 

Old Short Cut Angeles National Forest, Chilao Visitor’s Center, Angeles Crest 
Highway (State Hwy 2), 27 miles East of La Canada — — 

Soledad-Acton Schoolhouse 32248 N. Crown Valley Road, Acton — — 

The Angeles National Forest San Gabriel Mountains, Clear Creek Vista Point, State 
Highway 2 (P.M. 32.8), 8.3 miles North of I-210, La Canada — — 

Site of Llano Del Rio Cooperative 
Colony On State Highway 138 (P.M. 64.1), Llano — Yes 

Source: Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 2009. 

Archaeological Resources 

Archaeological resources are prehistoric or historic materials that reflect human activities and may be buried 
or exist as surface objects or structural remains. The NRHP defines an “archaeological site” (or property) as 
“the place or places where the remnants of  a past culture survive in a physical context that allows for the 
interpretation of  these remains. Archaeological remains usually take the form of  artifacts (e.g., fragments of  
tools, vestiges of  utilitarian or non-utilitarian objects), features (e.g., remnants of  walls, cooking hearths, or 
midden deposits), and ecological evidence (e.g., pollen remaining from plants that were in the area when the 
activities occurred).” 

“Prehistoric archaeological sites” represent the material remains of  Native American groups and their 
activities. These sites are generally thought to date to the period before European contact, but in some cases 
may contain evidence of  trade contact with Europeans. “Historic archaeological sites” reflect the activities of  
nonnative populations during the historic period. Under CEQA, archaeological sites may be treated as 
historical resources, unique archaeological resources, isolates, or nonunique archaeological resources.  

A “unique archaeological resource” is defined by CEQA as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated, without merely adding to the current body of  knowledge, that there is a 
high probability that it meets any of  the following criteria: 

1. It contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. It has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of  its type or the best available example of  
its type. 

3. It is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. 
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1.   Altadena Town & Country Club
2.   Andrew McNally House
3.   Antelope Valley Indian Museum
4.   Bassett Elementary School
5.   Christmas Tree Lane
6.   Clear Creek Vista Point
7.   Crank House
8.   Dominguez Adobe Ranch House
9.   General Charles S. Farnsworth 
      County Park
10. Golden Gate Theater
11. Keyes Bungalow
12. Lang Southern Pacific Station
13. Maravilla Handball Court and El Centro 
      Grocery
14. Mentryville
15. Mount Lowe Railway
16. Oak of the Golden Dream
17. Old Ridge Route
18. Old Short Cut
19. Pacific Electric Railway Company 
      Substation No. 8
20. Pico Canyon Oil Field Well No. 4
21. Pomona Water Powerplant
22. Rancho San Francisco
23. Scripps Hall
24. Site of Llano Del Rio Cooperative Colony
25. Soledad-Acton Schoolhouse
26. St. Francis Dam Disaster Site
27. Sylvia Park Country Club Clubhouse
28. Topanga Christian Fellowship Church
29. Vasquez Rocks
30. Woodbury Story House
31. Zane Grey Estate

FIGURE 5.5-1
5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

HISTORIC RESOURCE SITES

ANTELOPE VALLEY AREA PLAN UPDATE DRAFT EIR

Antelope Valley Project Area
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An “isolate” is defined as an isolated artifact or small group of  artifacts that appear to reflect a single event, 
loci, or activity and may lack identifiable context, but has the potential to add important information about a 
region, culture, or person. Isolates are considered categorically ineligible for inclusion in the CRHR or the 
NRHP because their information potential has been exhausted by accurate recording or, when appropriate, 
by collecting. Isolates do not require avoidance or mitigation under CEQA. A “Native American sacred site” 
is defined as an area that has been and often continues to be of  religious significance to Native American 
peoples, such as an area where religious ceremonies are practiced or an area that is central to their origins as a 
people.  

Due to the sensitive nature of  archaeological sites and as required under state law, locations are not published. 
Archaeological materials have been found throughout the county, both in urbanized and undeveloped 
locations (LACo 2009). 

Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources are fossils, or recognizable remains or evidence of  past life on earth, including 
bones, shells, leaves, tracks, burrows, and impressions. 

Fossil localities are found throughout the Antelope Valley, from Barrel Springs and the historic Palmdale 
Ditch area in southeast Palmdale, in the Anaverde Valley to the southwest, and throughout the desert basin 
into the towns of  Lancaster and Rosamond. Fossil specimens vary in type and species, from Pliocene leaves, 
Miocene and Pleistocene microfauna and ancient pollen in the deeper basin sediments, to Rancholabrean age 
megafauna from the late Pleistocene Epoch associated in lake bed deposits and along the foothills. Sites range 
in size and type from the identification of  a single microfaunal remain, to a stratigraphic bed or lens of  
specimens such as with the Anaverde Formation leaf  deposits, to multiple species found together as recorded 
Rancholabrean megafauna localities. Many of  these fossil sites are on, or close to, the San Andreas Rift Zone. 
Since this and other local fault activities allow groundwater to percolate to the surface, extinct and modern-
day animals congregated to and are found in these areas. 

5.5.2 Thresholds of Significance 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 provides direction on determining significance of  impacts to 
archaeological and historical resources. Generally, a resource shall be considered “historically significant” if  
the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of  Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code§§ 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852), including the following: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of  California’s 
history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated the with lives of  persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of  a type, period, region or method of  construction, or 
represents the work of  an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
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4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of  
Historical Resources, or is not included in a local register of  historical resources, does not preclude a lead 
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource. 

According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

C-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  an historical resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5. 

C-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5. 

C-3 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

C-4 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of  formal cemeteries. 

5.5.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
There are no relevant goals and policies in the Proposed Project related to cultural resources. 

5.5.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following impact analysis addresses Appendix G thresholds of  significance. The applicable thresholds 
are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.5-1: Development pursuant to the Proposed Project could impact historic resources. 
[Threshold C-1] 

Impact Analysis:  

As described previously, seven historic resources are located within the Project Area. Implementation of  the 
Proposed Project would not directly demolish or materially alter historic resources, since no specific 
development is proposed at this time. However, identified historic structures and sites that are eligible or 
potentially eligible for National Register of  Historic Resources listing may be vulnerable to development 
activities in accordance with the Proposed Project. For example, redevelopment to enable a different or more 
intensive use of  a site could result in the demolition of  historic or potentially historic structures. Additionally, 
infrastructure or other improvements could result in damage to or demolition of  other historic features. 
There may also be other potential resources that have not been identified, researched, or evaluated for 
historical significance as defined in CEQA. 

As detailed in Section 5.5.1.1, Regulatory Background, there are a number of  federal, state, and local policies, 
regulations, and institutions in place to protect historical resources. In addition, the Los Angeles County 
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Historical Landmarks and Records Commission reviews and recommends cultural heritage resources in the 
unincorporated areas, including the Project Area, for inclusion in the State Historic Resources Inventory. 
Compliance with these regulations and policies would reduce impacts to historical resources.  

Project-level environmental compliance procedures would identify existing and potential historic resources 
that could be affected by a proposed project and encourage the avoidance of  known historic resources to the 
extent feasible through project siting and design. When impacts to historic resources cannot be avoided, use 
of  the Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards would be expected to mitigate impacts to a less than significant 
level. Implementation of  the Proposed Project would not itself  demolish or materially alter historic resources. 
Title 22 of  the County Code and state and federal regulations restricting alteration, relocation, and demolition 
of  historical resources ensure impacts would be avoided to the extent possible. In addition, the County’s 
Department of  Regional Planning is currently working with the Historical Landmarks and Records 
Commission and the Regional Planning Commission to draft a comprehensive historic preservation 
ordinance for the unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles County. A historic preservation ordinance is local 
legislation that seeks to preserve, conserve and protect buildings, objects, landscapes, or other artifacts of  
historical and cultural significance. 

However, the above policies afford only limited protection to historic structures and would not ultimately 
prevent the demolition of  a historic structure if  preservation is determined to be infeasible. The 
determination of  feasibility will occur on a case-by-case basis as future development applications on sites 
containing historic structures are submitted. Additionally, some structures that are not currently considered 
for historic value (as they must generally be at least 50 years or older) could become worthy of  consideration 
during the planning period for the Proposed Project. While policies would minimize the probability of  
historic structures being demolished, these policies cannot ensure that the demolition of  a historic structure 
would not occur in the future. This is considered a potentially significant impact prior to mitigation. 

Impact 5.5-2: Buildout of the Proposed Project could destroy archaeological or paleontological resources 
or a unique geologic feature. [Threshold C2 and C-3] 

Impact Analysis: 

Archeological Resources 

Development of  projects pursuant to the Proposed Project could impact known and unknown archaeological 
sites. As stated above, locations of  archaeological sites and types of  resources in each site are kept 
confidential due to their sensitive nature. The Project Area is considered potentially sensitive for 
archaeological resources. Thus, ground disturbance has a high potential for uncovering archaeological 
resources.  

Paleontological Resources 

Ground disturbance from development projects pursuant to the Proposed Project could damage fossils 
buried in soils. The Project Area is not an area where significant fossil localities have been found; however, 
fossils continue to be discovered in the County in association with ground-disturbing activities, particularly in 
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fossil-rich areas. Therefore, the Project Area contains potentially significant, nonrenewable, paleontological 
resources. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project has the potential to impact archeological and paleontological 
resources. However, existing federal, state, and local regulations require: the provision of  studies to identify 
archaeological and paleontological resources; application review for projects that would potentially involve 
land disturbance; project-level standard conditions of  approval that address unanticipated archaeological and 
or paleontological discoveries; and development of  specific mitigation measures if  resources are encountered 
during any development activity.  

Review and protection of  archaeological and paleontological resources is also afforded by CEQA for 
individual projects subject to discretionary actions that are implemented in accordance with the preferred land 
use plan. Per section 21083.2 of  CEQA, the lead agency shall determine whether the project may have a 
significant effect on archaeological resources. If  the lead agency determines that the project may have a 
significant effect on unique archaeological resources, the EIR shall address the issue of  those resources. 
There is potential to uncover undiscovered archeological and paleontological resources. In the event of  an 
unanticipated discovery of  archaeological resources during grading and excavation of  the site, a qualified 
archaeologist would assess the find and develop a course of  action to preserve the find, as indicated in 
Mitigation Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3. 

Impact 5.5-3: Grading activities pursuant to buildout of the Proposed Project could potentially disturb 
human remains. [Threshold C-4] 

Impact Analysis: Results of  both the archival research and archaeological reconnaissance indicate that the 
Project Area is within an area of  high sensitivity for cultural resources, both prehistoric and historic. 
Prehistoric sites and cemeteries are reported west of  the Tropico Mine, an area likely utilized by the 
Kitanemuk. Since the nature of  the proposed project would involve ground-disturbing activities, it is possible 
that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb previously unknown human remains. 

Excavation during construction activities by projects consistent with the Proposed Project has the potential to 
disturb human burial grounds, including Native American burials, in undeveloped areas of  the Project Area. 
Human burials have specific provisions for treatment in Section 5097 of  the California Public Resources 
Code, which authorizes the Native American Heritage Commission to resolve any disputes related to the 
disposition of  Native American burials. Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 mandates the process to be 
followed in the event of  a discovery of  any human remains and would mitigate all potential impacts. The 
California Health and Safety Code (Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054) also have provisions protecting human 
burial remains from disturbance, vandalism, or destruction. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that if  human remains are discovered within the project site, disturbance of  the site shall halt and 
remain halted until the coroner has conducted an investigation and made recommendations to the person 
responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative. If  the coroner determines that the 
remains are not subject to his or her authority and if  the coroner recognizes or has reason to believe the 
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human remains to be those of  a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the 
Native American Heritage Commission. Therefore, compliance with these regulations would ensure impacts 
to human burial grounds remain less than significant. 

5.5.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Historic, cultural, and paleontological resources are an important part of  Los Angeles County’s identity and 
are nonrenewable and irreplaceable.  

Cumulative projects located in the Southern California region would have the potential to result in a 
cumulative impact associated with the loss of  historical resources through the physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of  a resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of  
a historical resource would be materially impaired. These projects are regulated by federal, state and local 
regulations, including PRC Section 5097, the Mills Act, State Health and Safety Code 18950–1896, and the 
Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Standards for the Treatment of  Historic 
Properties, and would be required to comply with these regulations. Additionally, even with regulations in 
place, individual historical resources would still have the potential to be impacted or degraded from 
demolition, destruction, alteration, or structural relocation as a result of  new private or public development 
or redevelopment allowable under cumulative projects. Therefore, the cumulative destruction of  significant 
historical resources from construction and development planned within the region would be considered a 
cumulatively significant impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project, in combination with cumulative projects, 
would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact associated with historical resources. 

In the event of  an unanticipated discovery of  archaeological resources during grading and excavation of  a 
site, Mitigation Measures CUL-2 and CUL-3 ensure that impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level. 
Public Resources Code and the California Health and Safety Code mandate processes to be followed in the 
event of  a discovery of  any human remains and would mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. 

5.5.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
Federal 

 United States Code, Title 16, Sections 470 et seq.: National Historic Preservation Act 

 United States Code, Title 16, Sections 470aa et seq.: Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

 United States Code, Title 25, Sections 3001 et seq.: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

State 

 California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5: Disturbance of  Human Remains 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 5020–5029.5: Authorized State Historical Resources 
Commission 
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 California Public Resources Code Sections 5079–5079.65: Authorized Office of  Historic Preservation. 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9–5097.99: Protections for Native American historical 
and cultural resources and sacred sites; authorized Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC); 
prescribes responsibilities respecting discoveries of  Native American human remains. 

 California Government Code Sections 65352.3 et seq. (Senate Bill 18): Native American Consultation 

 California Code of  Regulations, Title 24, Part 8: 2010 California Historic Building Code 

 California Government Code Sections 50280 et seq.: Mills Act 

Local 

 Los Angeles County Historical Landmarks and Records Commission supplements the proposed 
Antelope Valley Area Plan policies as the acting local legislative body that reviews and recommends 
cultural heritage resources in the unincorporated areas for inclusion in the State Historic Resources 
Inventory. 

5.5.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impact 
would be less than significant: 5.5-3. 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.5-1 Development pursuant to the Proposed Project could impact historic resources.  

 Impact 5.5-2 Buildout of  the Proposed Project could impact archaeological and paleontological 
resources. 

5.5.8 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.5-1 

CUL-1 If, during any subsequent project-level review and prior to development, activities that would 
demolish or otherwise physically alter buildings, structures, or features of  an officially listed 
historic or cultural resource; or historic buildings, structures, or features officially determined 
eligible for designation as a historic or cultural resource, a cultural resource professional who 
meets the Secretary of  the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural 
History shall be retained by the project applicant, at the discretion of  the County, to 
determine if  the project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  a 
historical resource. The results of  the investigation shall be documented in a technical report 
or memorandum that identifies and evaluates any historical resources within the 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

August 2014 Page 5.5-23 

improvements area and includes recommendations and methods for eliminating or reducing 
impacts on historical resources. Methods may include, but are not limited to, written and 
photographic recordation of  the resource in accordance with the level of  Historic American 
Building Survey (HABS) documentation that is appropriate to the significance (local, state, 
national) of  the resource. 

Impact 5.5-2 

CUL-2 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit associated with a discretionary project, 
applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of  Los Angeles that a County-
approved archaeologist  has been retained to observe grading activities greater than three 
feet in depth and to salvage and curate archaeological resources as necessary. The 
archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures for 
archaeological resource surveillance, and shall establish, in cooperation with the applicant, 
procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, 
and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate.  

The archaeologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures for 
archaeologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, in cooperation with 
the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, 
identification, and evaluation of  the fossils as appropriate and obtain a commitment from an 
American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the storage of  any recovered 
significant archaeological remains.   

If  the archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall determine 
appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, for 
exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant archaeological resources shall be 
permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and conditions of  
acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement.  Prior to the 
release of  the grading bond, the applicant shall submit a report prepared by the 
archaeologist that identifies the period of  inspection, an analysis of  any artifacts found and 
the present repository of  the artifacts. Applicant shall prepare excavated material to the 
point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if  required by mitigation measures. These actions, as 
well as final mitigation and disposition of  the resources shall be subject to the approval of  
the County. 

CUL-3 Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit associated with a discretionary project, 
applicants shall provide written evidence to the County of  Los Angeles that a County-
approved paleontologist  has been retained to observe grading activities greater than three 
feet in depth and to salvage and curate paleontological resources as necessary. The 
paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures for 
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paleontologist resource surveillance, and shall establish, in cooperation with the applicant, 
procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, 
and evaluation of  the artifacts as appropriate.  

The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures 
for paleontologist resource surveillance and monitoring, and shall establish, in cooperation 
with the applicant, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the 
sampling, identification, and evaluation of  the fossils as appropriate and obtain a 
commitment from an American Association of  Museums accredited repository for the 
storage of  any recovered significant paleontological remains.  

If  the paleontological resources are found to be significant, the paleontologist shall 
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project applicant and the County, for 
exploration and/or salvage. Any recovered significant paleontological resources shall be 
permanently transferred to an appropriate repository, subject to the fees and conditions of  
acceptance as established by the repository in their repository agreement.  Prior to the 
release of  the grading bond, the applicant shall obtain approval of  the paleontologist’s 
report, from the County. The report shall include the period of  inspection, an analysis of  
any fossils found and the present repository of  the fossils. Applicant shall prepare excavated 
material to the point of  identification.  

Applicant shall offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the County of  Los Angeles, 
or its designee, on a first refusal basis, if  required by mitigation measures. These actions, as 
well as final mitigation and disposition of  the resources shall be subject to the approval of  
the County.  

5.5.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.5-1 

The federal, state, and local regulations stated above afford only limited protection to historic structures and 
would not ultimately prevent the demolition of  a historic structure if  preservation is determined to be 
infeasible. The determination of  feasibility would occur on a case-by-case basis as future development 
applications on sites containing historic structures are submitted. Additionally, some structures that are not 
currently considered for historic value (as they must generally be at least 50 years or older) could become 
worthy of  consideration during the planning period for the Proposed Project. While policies would minimize 
the probability of  historic structures being demolished, these policies cannot ensure that the demolition of  a 
historic structure would not occur. This is considered a significant unavoidable adverse impact. 

Impacts 5.5-2 

The mitigation measures identified above would reduce potential impacts associated with cultural resources to 
a less than significant level. 
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5.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides an overview of  existing geologic 
conditions within the Project Area, which is situated in the north-central part of  unincorporated Los Angeles 
County where the high Mojave Desert abuts the San Gabriel Mountains. This section also evaluates the 
potential for implementation of  the Proposed Project to result in significant direct and indirect 
environmental impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity. 

The following analysis also considers the provisions of  the Proposed Area Plan’s revised Land Use Element; 
Conservation and Open Space Element; and Public Safety, Services, and Facilities Element, and how those 
provisions could relate to construction near earthquake faults, exploitation of  mineral resources, and hillside 
development. 

5.6.1 Environmental Setting 
5.6.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

The State of  California and the County of  Los Angeles have established laws and regulations that pertain to 
geology, soils, and seismicity.  The following laws and regulations are relevant to the CEQA review process 
for this Proposed Area Plan. 

State Regulations 

The most relevant State laws that regulate geology and soils in the Project Area are the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, and the California Building Code, each of  
which is described below. 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the potential hazards of  
surface fault rupture on occupied structures.1The main purpose of  the Act is to regulate the construction of  
buildings used for human occupancy on top of  the traces of  active faults. It was passed into law in the wake 
of  the February 1971 Mw6.5 San Fernando (Sylmar) Earthquake that resulted in more than $500 million in 
property damage and 65 deaths.2 Although the Act addresses the hazards associated with surface-fault 
rupture, it does not address other earthquake-related hazards, such as liquefaction or landslides.3 

The law requires the State Geologist to establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones or 
Alquist-Priolo Zones) around the surface traces of  active faults, and to publish appropriate maps that depict 

                                                      
1Originally titled the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act until renamed in 1993, Public Resources Code Division 2, Chapter 7.5, 
Section 2621. 
2S. CA Earthquake Data Center, 2014. URL: http://www.data.scec.org/significant/sanfernando1971.html, accessed on July 7, 2014. 
3California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/index.aspx, 
accessed on July 7, 2014. 
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these zones.4 The maps are then distributed to all affected cities, counties, and State agencies for use in the 
planning process. In general, construction within 50 feet of  an active fault trace must be preceded by a fault 
investigation before a building permit can be issued. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was enacted by the California State Legislature in 1990.5 It addresses 
earthquake hazards other than surface-fault rupture, including liquefaction and seismically induced 
landslides.6 Under the Act, seismic-hazard zones are mapped by the State Geologist in order to assist local 
governments during the land use planning process. The Act states that “it is necessary to identify and map 
seismic-hazard zones in order for cities and counties to adequately prepare the safety element of  their general 
plans and to encourage land-use management policies and regulations to reduce and mitigate those hazards to 
protect public health and safety.”7 Section 2697(a) of  the Act states that “cities and counties shall require, 
prior to the approval of  a Plan located in a seismic-hazard zone, a geotechnical report defining and 
delineating any seismic hazard.”8 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) provides geologic expertise and information about California’s 
diverse non-fuel mineral resources. As required by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of  
1975, the State Geologist classifies these resources in an effort to locate economically significant mineral 
deposits and potential areas of  deposits based upon scientific data. Information relating to California’s non-
fuel resources, naturally occurring mineral hazards, and active and historic mining activities are collected to 
classify land under the Mineral Resources and Mineral Hazards Mapping Program. To date, the CGS has 
completed 97 mineral land classification studies that cover about 34 percent of  the state. Of  these, only 32 
classification studies (covering approximately 25 percent of  the state) include the resource areas that provide 
construction aggregate to over 90 percent of  California’s population. Construction aggregate is California’s 
primary mineral resource. Please refer to Section 5.11, Mineral Resources, for a complete discussion of  SMARA 
and the mineral resources located within the Project Area. 

California Building Code 

The California Building Standards Code, also known as Title 24 of  the California Code of  Regulations, 
reflects various building criteria that have been derived from different sources.9 One of  these sources is the 
International Building Code (IBC), a model building code adopted across the United States that has been 

                                                      
4Earthquake Fault Zones are regulatory zones around active faults. The zones vary in width, but average about one-fourth mile wide. 
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/ap/Pages/index.htm,accessed on July 7, 2014. 
5California Legislative Information, California Law, http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml, accessed on July 
7, 2014. 
6California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/ap/Pages/
index.aspx, accessed on February 24, 2014. 
7 California Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8, Section 2691(c). 
8 California Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8, Section 2697(a). 
9California Building Standards Commission, http://www.bsc.ca.gov/codes.aspx, accessed on February 24, 2014. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml
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modified to suit conditions in the State, thereby creating what is known as the California Building Code 
(CBC), or Part 2 of  CCR Title 24. 

The CBC is updated every three years.10 Through the CBC, the State provides a minimum standard for 
building design and construction. The CBC contains specific requirements for seismic safety, excavation, 
foundations, retaining walls, and site demolition. It also regulates grading activities, including drainage and 
erosion control. The County has adopted the provisions in the CBC as part of  the Los Angeles County 
Building Code. 

Local Regulations 

Los Angeles County Code  

The Los Angeles County (County) Building Code also contains rules and regulations that govern activities 
that could result in soil erosion or slope instability. These rules and regulations within the County Grading 
Code Ordinance and Regulations, where provisions for excavation, grading, and earthwork construction have 
been established, permitting procedures are set forth, and plan approval and grading inspection protocols and 
procedures have been identified.11 The appendix also contains provisions for construction-related erosion 
control, including the preparation of  cut-and-fill slopes and the implementation of  erosion control measures 
such as check dams, cribbing, riprap, or other devices or methods. 

The ordinances also include seismic safety requirements for certain building types, such as older concrete tilt-
up buildings and unreinforced masonry buildings. The stated goal of  these ordinances is to promote public 
safety and welfare by reducing the risk of  death or injury that could result from earthquake damage to certain 
types of  older buildings during moderate or strong earthquakes. Based on the findings of  required structural 
analyses, deficient buildings may need to be strengthened or demolished. 

5.6.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND REGIONAL SETTING 

This section presents a discussion of  the existing geological conditions and soil resources within the Project 
Area as well as their regional setting. 

Topographic Setting 

The Project Area is geographically diverse, and topographic information over this comparatively large area 
can be gleaned from the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) Palmdale, Victorville, Los Angeles, and San 
Bernardino, California 1:100,000 scale topographic maps. The Project Area is typified by a variety of  
distinctive landforms and topography, ranging from flat-lying areas of  little topographic relief  such as the 
playa lakes and broad alluvial plains of  the high Mojave Desert, to tectonically incised valleys such as the 
Leona Valley and the neighboring Portal and Ritter Ridges, to rugged mountain terrain along the north flank 
of  the San Gabriel Mountains. Elevations are similarly varied, ranging from elevations of  2,100 to 2,800 feet 

                                                      
10Los Angeles County Code, Title 26, Chapters 2 through 35, and Appendices C, I, and J, http://library.municode.com/
index.aspx?clientId=16274, accessed on February 24, 2014. 
11Los Angeles County Code, Title 26, Appendix J–Grading, https://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274, accessed on 
February 24, 2014. 

http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274
https://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274
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above mean sea level (amsl) near the main population centers of  Palmdale and Lancaster, California, to peaks 
in the nearby San Gabriel Mountains that locally exceed 9,000 feet. 

Geologic Setting 

The surficial and bedrock geology underlying the Project Area has been mapped by a variety of  agencies and 
organizations, including the USGS and the California Division of  Mines and Geology, now the California 
Geological Survey (CGS). 

Most of  the Project Area lies within the Mojave Desert geomorphic province, a broad interior region of  
isolated mountain ranges separated by broad desert plains.12 Most of  the drainage in this area is internal, 
ultimately discharging to evaporate flats and playa lake basins. There are two important fault systems that 
control topography, one of  which, the San Andreas Fault system, imparts a prominent NW-SE structural 
grain. The other, the Garlock Fault system, locally contributes to an east-west structural grain. The Mojave 
Desert geomorphic province is tectonically bounded to the north and to the southwest, forming a wedge 
between the Garlock Fault (i.e., the southern boundary of  the Sierra Nevada Mountains) and the San Andreas 
Fault, where that fault reflects the northeast margin of  the Transverse Ranges. 

The southwesternmost part of  the Project Area lies within the aforementioned Transverse Ranges 
geomorphic province, a band of  east-west trending mountains and valleys that span roughly 250 miles from 
Point Arguello on the west to the San Bernardino Mountains on the east.13Although geologically recent 
tectonic activity (i.e., middle Miocene and younger) accounts for much of  the present-day distribution of  
bedrock, the local presence of  different crystalline metamorphic and igneous basement are suggestive of  
older tectonism. 

The bedrock units of  the Project Area can be discussed as two groups: 1) basement rocks—early Cretaceous 
and older, crystalline metamorphic and igneous rocks; and 2) the overlying sequence of  late Cretaceous and 
Tertiary strata. The basement rocks of  the San Gabriel Mountains are comprised of  Precambrian, Paleozoic, 
and pre-middle-Cretaceous Mesozoic metamorphic and igneous rocks. These are the oldest rocks in the 
Project Area, and they appear to represent old continental crust at the west edge of  the North American 
continent. 

In the vicinity of  the Leona Valley, in the southwest part of  the Project Area, the oldest bedrock units consist 
of  granodiorite, diorite, gneiss, and the Pelona Schist.14 The Pelona Schist, which crops out on both sides of  
the San Andreas fault, including Portal and Ritter Ridges immediately to the northeast, has been assigned a 
general Mesozoic age, based on arguments that metamorphism of  the Pelona Schist probably occurred 
during the Late Cretaceous and that the deposition of  the sedimentary protolith may have occurred at some 
earlier time during the Mesozoic. Younger bedrock units in the Project Area include arkosic sandstone and 
shale of  the Pliocene-age Anaverde Formation. 

                                                      
12CA Geological Survey, 2002. California Geomorphic Provinces, Note 36, revised December 2002. 
13USGS, 2005.Preliminary Geologic Map of the Los Angeles 30´ × 60´ Quadrangle, Southern California, Open-File Report Open-File 
Report 2005-1019, Compiled by Robert F. Yerkes and Russell H. Campbell. 
14USGS, 1987. Postcrystalline Deformation of the Pelona Schist Bordering Leona Valley, Southern California, authored by James G. 
evans, Professional Paper 1039. 
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The unconsolidated deposits that underlie the Antelope Valley include younger and older alluvium, older fan 
deposits, windblown dune sand, and playa lake deposits.15 Older alluvium of  possible Pliocene and 
Pleistocene age and composed of  compact gravel, sand, silt, and clay comprises the main groundwater aquifer 
in the area and underlies most of  the valley floor at depth. These deposits are often weathered, as indicated 
by clay alteration of  detrital feldspar. Near the foothills to the southwest, these deposits consist 
predominantly of  gravel, but farther from the hills, beneath the valley area, they tend to be finer grained. The 
younger, generally less-weathered alluvium of  Holocene age largely consists of  poorly sorted gravel and sand. 
The inferred thickness of  the younger alluvium is less than 100 feet.16 

Older alluvial fan deposits of  possible Pliocene and Pleistocene age are manifest in the Project Area as 
erosional remnants and consist of  slightly consolidated fanglomerate, or unsorted boulder gravel, cobble-
pebble gravel, and sand. These coarse sediments appear to have been derived from a predominantly granitic 
source. Younger fan deposits of  Holocene age are still being deposited in the Project Area and they consist 
of  unconsolidated angular boulders, cobbles, and gravel, with lesser amounts of  sand, silt, and clay. These 
deposits have been deposited by intermittent streams sourced in nearby hills and mountains. 

Playa or lacustrine deposits of  Pliocene through Holocene age are composed of  siltstone, clay, and marl. 
During periods of  relatively heavy precipitation, thick beds of  clay (i.e., reportedly up to 400 feet thick) were 
deposited in perennial lakes. These clays are locally interbedded with lenses of  coarser material up to 20 feet 
thick. 

Soils 

The soils in the Project Area have been periodically studied and mapped by various agencies and researchers, 
including the U.S. Department of  Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (formerly the Soil 
Conservation Service). These soil surveys have long recognized the diverse soil types and conditions in this 
part of  Los Angeles County. An early 20th century investigation identified as many as 17 different soil types 
in the region.17 Most of  the soils were comprised of  sands, loams, sandy loams, and adobe, whereas granitic 
gravel was locally noted in soils found close to major drainages or along mountain fronts. 

Previous county-wide environmental studies have discussed soil types based on three geographic settings: 
Coastal Lowlands, Central Mountains, and Northern Desert areas.18 The Project Area contains portions of  
the Central Mountains and Northern Desert Areas. In general, most of  the mapped soils are amenable to 
urban development. Certain parts of  the Antelope Valley Region are reportedly underlain by soils that may be 
susceptible to hydro-collapse or hydro-consolidation, which should be taken into account during site-specific 
geotechnical investigation and foundation design. 

                                                      
15USGS, 1987. Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California, authored by Lowell F. W. Duell, Jr., Water-Resources 
Investigations Report 84-4081. 
16USGS, 1987. Geohydrology of the Antelope Valley Area, California, authored by Lowell F. W. Duell, Jr., Water-Resources 
Investigations Report 84-4081. 
17USDA Bureau of Soils (now Natural Resource Conservation Service), 1903. Soil Survey of the Los Angeles Area, California, 
Mesmer, Louis B. 
18 Environmental Systems Research Institute, 1976. Land Capability/Suitability Study Natural Resources Inventory: Capability for 
Development Considering Interpretations of Soil Conditions” (Variable 22). 
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In recent years, the County Department of  Public Works has assembled a GIS database of  the main soil 
types in the County, including in the Project Area.19 The information in that database reflects nearly two 
dozen soil types, including loams; clayey, silty, and sandy loams; clay adobes; and various alluvial and 
mountain soil types. The prevailing soil types in the Project Area are depicted in Figure 5.6-1. The most 
prevalent soils are the Antelope Valley Series, predominantly loam, gravelly loam, and sandy loam in area 
immediately northeast of  San Andreas Fault and sandy loam, loam, and silty loam in the area near Acton with 
lesser Santa Clara River Series. 

Regional Faulting and Seismic Setting 

The Project Area is one of  the best-known seismically active settings in North America.20 Assessments of  the 
earthquake hazards in Southern California have concluded that catastrophic earthquakes are inevitable in the 
region.21 The probability that a large earthquake will occur sometime during the next 30 years along the San 
Andreas Fault that traverses the Project Area is currently estimated to be 40 percent or greater.22 Planned 
losses of  billions of  dollars and estimated casualties of  tens of  thousands could significantly surpass any 
previous natural disaster in the United States. A catastrophic earthquake would severely strain the emergency-
response and recovery capabilities of  Federal, State, and local governments. 

From a tectonic perspective, the San Andreas Fault system, which traverses the Project Area diagonally from 
the southeast to the northwest, is a zone of  relative motion between the North American and Pacific Plates. 
The tectonic-driven crustal deformation now taking place along this plate margin is dominated by the 
intersection of  the San Andreas and the Transverse Ranges fault systems. The manifestations of  this 
intersection are varied, ranging from the considerable topographic relief  along the north and south flanks of  
the San Gabriel and San Gorgonio Mountains, to transitory events, such as earthquakes. Although these fault 
systems are part of  an ongoing tectonic process now more than five million years old, they are currently 
responding to strain related to motion of  the Pacific and North American plates through horizontal slip (i.e., 
strike-slip) along the San Andreas Fault system or by vertical (i.e., thrust) slip on various Transverse Ranges 
faults. Seismic hazards present within Los Angeles County are shown on Figure 5.6-2, Seismic Hazards. 

                                                      
19 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Los Angeles County GIS Data Portal, Soil Types, http://egis3.lacounty.gov/
dataportal/2011/01/27/soil-types/, accessed on February 25, 2014. 
20USGS, 1987. Evaluating Earthquake Hazards in the Los Angeles Region-An Earth-Science Perspective, Professional Paper 1360, 
J. I. Ziony, Editor. 
21 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1980. An Assessment of the Consequences and Preparations for a Catastrophic California 
Earthquake. 
22Wesson and Wallace, 1985. Predicting the Next Great Earthquake in California: Scientific American, v. 252, no. 2. 

http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2011/01/27/soil-types/
http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/2011/01/27/soil-types/
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Active Fault Trace and Alquist -Priolo Earthquake data represented in the this map is  
derived from to following;  
 

1. California Geological Survey, Seismic Hazard Zone Maps, 1997 -2005.  
2. Los Angeles County General Plan, Fault Rupture Hazards and Historic  Seismicity  

Map, 1990. (USGS GIS data was used for refinement of  
mapped faults.) 

Source: DRP,2013, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2014
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Based on subsurface trenching and exploratory borings, surface observations, geomorphologic/topographic 
patterns, geophysical data, and other evidence, several faults within the Project Area have been classified 
“active faults” by the California Geological Survey. By definition, such faults must exhibit evidence of  seismic 
failure within the past 11,000 years (i.e., the Holocene Epoch). Under the 1972 Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act, California law requires the State Geologist to identify such faults, establish protective 
regulatory zones known as “Earthquake Fault Zones”(or prior to 1991, “Special Studies Zones”) around the 
traces of  these faults, then publish and disseminate maps of  these zones. Some of  the more significant State-
mapped active faults in the Project Area are listed in Table 5.6-1. This table is not intended to be all-inclusive. 
Instead, it seeks to highlight earthquake faults that have been associated with significant Los Angeles-area 
seismic events. Potentially active faults, as mapped by the CGS, are those exhibiting surface activity within the 
past 1.6 million years (i.e., the Quaternary Period). In the Project Area, mapped potentially active faults 
include an unnamed fault near Fairmont Reservoir north of  and adjacent to the San Andreas Fault Zone, and 
the Clearwater Fault, a roughly 20-mile long, east-west trending reverse fault located south of  the Leona 
Valley and the San Andreas Fault Zone. According to the Southern California Earthquake Data Center 
(SCEDC), that has exhibited activity in late Quaternary time (i.e., estimated <700,000 years).23 

Table 5.6-1 Prominent Active Faults in the Project Area 
Fault Name Project Area Location Comments 

San Andreas Fault 
System Traverses the Project Area SE to NW 

Traversing the north part of the Project Area and as a tectonic 
plate boundary, it may represent the single most significant 
earthquake fault zone in California. Quiescent for many 
decades, it was the site of the 1857 Fort Tejon Earthquake with 
an estimated magnitude MW 7.9 and surface rupture that 
extended more than 350 kilometers. 

Garlock Fault, South 
Branch 

Extends nearly 250 km NE from the 
community of Lebec 

This prominent left-lateral strike-slip extends roughly 250 
kilometers NE from the community of Lebec. The most recent 
surface ruptures were believed to have occurred in 1050 A.D. 
(?) near Tehachapi and 1500 A.D. (?) near Johannesburg (i.e. 
Searles Valley). Slip rate estimates range from 2 to 11 mm/yr., 
with a likely average rate of approximately  7 mm/yr. The 
Garlock fault zone is one of the most prominent geologic 
features in southern California, as it defines the northern 
boundary of the Mojave Block, and the southern boundary of the 
Sierra Nevada. Although no historic earthquakes with surface 
rupture are associated with the Garlock, at least one section of 
the fault has shown creep movement (i.e. aseismic) in recent 
years. 

Llano Fault Approx. 5 miles ENE of the community of 
Pearblossom 

This fault has a reverse sense of motion and is approx. 7 km 
long. The most recent surface rupture is believed to be of 
Holocene age. The faulting generally does not extend to the 
surface, and it is manifest as folded Quaternary sediments that 
form a 30-foot-high scarp. The fault was documented by 
trenching studies. 

Source: Southern California Earthquake Data Center, 2014; US Geological Survey Earthquake Hazards Program, 2014. CGS, 2010, Fault Activity Map of California. 
 

                                                      
23California Institute of Technology, Southern California Earthquake Data Center, http://www.data.scec.org/significant/ 
clearwater.html, accessed on July 22, 2014. 

http://www.data.scec.org/significant/%20clearwater.html
http://www.data.scec.org/significant/%20clearwater.html
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Seismic Hazards 

Active Faults 

Seismic slip along a fault (as opposed to seismic creep) may result in one or more geologic effects that can 
damage or destroy structures and injure their inhabitants. In general, ground shaking and surface fault rupture 
are the effects of  greatest concern when an earthquake occurs along a fault in the Los Angeles region. A 
related effect, the possible generation of  tsunamis by submarine earthquakes, may be of  concern to coastal 
areas. For certain structures such as pipelines, canals, and coastal facilities, the regional scale uplift and 
subsidence that can result from some large earthquakes could pose a minor hazard. 

Seismic records and data, particularly those dating from the mid-20th century, underscore the probability and 
severity of  large earthquakes in the Project Area. Table 5.6-2 summarizes the most significant seismic events 
within southern California from 1930 to the present time. The listed earthquakes are those whose 
epicenters/hypocenters lay relatively close to the Project Area. Some larger, recent events located outside of  
Los Angeles County, such as the June 1992 magnitude (Mw) 7.2 Landers Earthquake, and the October 16, 
1999 (Mw) 7.1 Hector Mine Earthquake, have not been included. In total, the listed earthquakes resulted in 
more than $21 billion in damage and the loss of  nearly 250 lives. 

Table 5.6-2 Summary of Significant Earthquakes in Southern California (post-1930) 
Seismic Event Date Fault Magnitude (Mw) Damage/Casualties 

Northridge EQ January 1994 Northridge Thrust Fault 6.5 $20B/57 
Sierra Madre EQ June 1991 Clamshell-Sawpit Canyon Fault 5.8 $40M/2 
Pasadena EQ December 1988 Raymond Fault 5.0 Minor/none 
Whittier Narrows EQ October 1987 Unnamed blind thrust fault 5.9 $358M/8 
Sylmar/San Fernando EQ February 1971 San Fernando Fault Zone 6.5 $500M/65 
Long Beach EQ March 1933 Newport-Inglewood Fault 6.4 $50M/120 
Source: Southern California Earthquake Data Center. 

Surface Fault Rupture 

Surface fault rupture can occur during significant seismic events. The process generally involves the sudden 
failure and displacement of  the earth’s surface along a fault trace or fault zone. The magnitude and geometry 
of  such ground displacement is highly variable. In general, strike-slip faults such as the San Andreas Fault are 
more likely to produce lateral offsets in the ground surface, with one side of  the fault plane or zone “sliding” 
past the opposing side. Similarly, faults that generally fail under compressional stress, such as thrust or reverse 
faults, are more prone to vertical offsets in the ground surface. In either case, buildings or other man-made 
structures that lie atop the fault can experience serious damage or catastrophic failure during a strong 
earthquake. 

Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

An earthquake of  moderate to high magnitude generated within the Project Area could cause significant 
ground shaking. The severity of  shaking experienced at a particular location depends on a variety of  site-
specific factors that include but are not limited to: the magnitude of  the seismic event, the duration of  the 
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seismic event, the distance from a particular site to the locus of  earthquake rupture (a.k.a. hypocenter), local 
site-specific geologic conditions (i.e., nature, thickness, and extent of  underlying soil and/or bedrock), and 
broader, often regional geologic factors such as basin geometry, presence of  other fault or fracture zones, etc. 
As a generality, the severity of  seismic ground shaking tends to diminish with increasing distance from the 
event hypocenter. Seismic ground shaking, if  sufficiently intense and sustained, can result in significant 
damage or even catastrophic failure of  buildings or other man-made structures. 

Seismically Induced Slope Failure 

An earthquake of  moderate to high magnitude generated within the Project Area could result in slope failure 
such as landslides. Although landslides can manifest as a variety of  earth movements, a recent study of  
earthquake-related slope failures found that the following were the most prevalent (in order of  decreasing 
frequency): 1) rock falls, disrupted soil slides, and rock slides; 2) soil lateral spreads, soil slumps, soil block 
slides, and soil avalanches; and 3) soil falls, rapid soil flows, and rock slumps. The potential for such slope 
failure is often highly site specific and can be exacerbated where saturated soil/bedrock is present, steep 
and/or eroded slopes are noted, and evidence of  historical slides or slide-prone soil or bedrock types is 
present. 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is a process whereby strong seismic shaking causes unconsolidated, water-saturated sediment to 
temporarily lose strength and behave as a fluid. This process can lead to near-surface or surface ground 
failure that can result in extensive damage to or catastrophic failure of  buildings, roads, utility lines, and other 
man-made structures. Liquefaction can manifest as lateral ground spreading or flow, localized sand boils (i.e., 
eruptions of  fluidized sediment), or rapid subsidence and an accompanying loss of  bearing strength. 

In order to preliminarily evaluate a region’s susceptibility to liquefaction, several factors ought to be 
considered, including: 

 The anticipated intensity and duration of  ground shaking. 

 The origin, texture, and composition of  shallow sediments. In general, cohesionless materials such as 
sands, or areas of  uncompacted or poorly compacted fills are susceptible to liquefaction. Liquefiable 
sediments are found in a variety of  depositional environments, including bays, estuaries, river floodplains 
and basins, lakes, and aeolian deposits such as dunes and loess. 

 The presence of  shallow groundwater. Saturated sediments are necessary for seismically induced 
liquefaction to occur. In general, the highest liquefaction susceptibility is found in sediment soils of  late 
Holocene to late Pleistocene age (i.e., 1,000 to 15,000 years before present [B.P.]) in areas where the 
groundwater is shallower than about 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). 

The above-referenced conditions are known to be present in many parts of  Southern California. A more 
detailed overview of  the State-mapped seismic hazard zones in the Project Area is presented in the following 
Table 5.6-3. Comprehensive, Plan-specific or site-specific evaluations necessarily require more detailed 
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information, beginning with 7.5-minute quadrangle maps that have been published by the CGS and ranging 
to detailed, site-specific geotechnical investigations. 

Table 5.6-3 Overview of Mapped Seismic Hazards in the Project Area 
Seismic-Induced Landslide Zones Seismic-Induced Liquefaction Zones 

Landslide hazard zones have been locally identified in the steep 
slopes of the San Gabriel Mountains in the south part of the 
Project Area, as well as the linear ridges (i.e., Portal and Ritter 
Ridges) that flank the San Andreas Fault Zone to the north 
(refer to Figure 5.6-2). 

Numerous liquefaction hazard zones have been identified in the Project 
Area. Most are associated with alluvium filled valleys or canyons (i.e., 
Leona and Anaverde Valleys) and the associated washes and arroyos 
that generally drain north or northeast into the Mojave Desert (refer to 
Figure 5.6-2). 

Source: CA Geological Survey, Seismic Hazard Zonation Program, 2014. 

Buildings Prone to Seismic Damage 

Earthquake risks are not limited to ground shaking, fault rupture, or liquefaction, but also embrace the 
damage to inhabited buildings or sensitive, man-made infrastructure. Advances in the field of  seismic 
engineering and strengthened building codes have significantly reduced the potential for catastrophic collapse 
in newly constructed buildings. Nevertheless, many older buildings were designed and constructed before 
modern seismic design standards were incorporated into the building code. Certain building types are of  
particular concern: 

 Unreinforced Masonry Buildings: In the late 1800s and early 1900s, unreinforced masonry was the 
most common type of  construction for commercial buildings, many single-family residential structures, 
and multi-story apartments and hotels. These were recognized as a collapse hazard following the 1906 
San Francisco Earthquake, the 1925 Santa Barbara Earthquake, and again, in the aftermath of  the 1933 
Long Beach Earthquake. These buildings are generally recognized as the most susceptible to seismic 
damage. 

 Precast Concrete Tilt-up Buildings: This commercial/industrial building type gained popularity in the 
late 1950s and 1960s. Extensive damage to concrete tilt-up buildings during the 1971 San Fernando 
Earthquake revealed the need for seismic reinforcement, such as better anchoring of  walls to the roof, 
floor, and foundation elements, as well as stronger roof  diaphragms. 

 Non-ductile Concrete Buildings: In recent years, increased public attention and concern has been 
directed at so-called non-ductile concrete buildings, especially multi-story office buildings constructed 
prior to the mid-1970s.24 Research and post-earthquake investigations have shown that non-ductile 
concrete buildings are particularly prone to damage and occasional failure during large earthquake events. 
Published research suggests that there may be as many as 40,000 buildings of  this design state-wide, 
including thousands of  high-rise office buildings in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area. 

                                                      
24Pacific Earthquake Engineering Research Center and Earthquake Engineering Research Institute, 2010.Inventory of Non-ductile 
Concrete Buildings in High Seismic Risk Areas of California; Emmett Seymour, Marjorie Greene, Thalia Anagnos, and Craig 
Comartin, authors. 
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5.6.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a Plan would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the Plan would: 

G-1 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of  
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault. (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

iv) Landslides. 

G-2 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of  topsoil. 

G-3 Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of  the Plan and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

G-4 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1B of  the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. 

G-5 Have soils incapable of  adequately supporting the use of  septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of  waste water. 

5.6.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
Following is a list of  the goals and policies of  the Proposed Project that are intended to reduce potentially 
significant adverse effects concerning geology, soils, or seismicity.  

Land Use Element 

Goal LU 2: A land use pattern that protects environmental resources. 

 Policy LU 2.4: Limit the amount of  potential development in Mineral Resource Areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

Goal LU 3: A land use pattern that minimizes threats from hazards. 
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 Policy LU 3.1: Prohibit new development on fault traces and limit the amount of  potential development 
in seismic zones, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 3.4: Limit the amount of  potential development on steep slopes identified as Hillside 
Management Areas, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 3.5: Limit the amount of  potential development in landslide and liquefaction areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Scenic Resources 

Goal COS 5: The Antelope Valley’s scenic resources, including scenic drives, water features, significant 
ridgelines, buttes, and Hillside Management Areas, are enjoyed by future generations. 

 Policy COS 5.5: Require adequate erosion control measures for all development in Hillside Management 
Areas, both during and after construction. 

Mineral Resources 

Goal COS 8: Mineral resources are responsibly extracted. 

 Policy COS 8.1: Allow new mineral resource extraction activities only in designated Mineral Resource 
Areas. 

 Policy COS 8.2: Where new mineral resource extraction activities are allowed, ensure that applications 
undergo full environmental review and public noticing. Require site remediation after completion of  
mineral resource extraction activities. 

 Policy COS 8.3: Provide strict enforcement of  illegal or unpermitted mineral extraction activities. 

Public Safety, Services & Facilities Element 

Geological Hazards 

Goal PS 2: Protection of  the public through geological hazard planning and mitigation. 

 Policy PS 2.1: Limit the amount of  potential development in seismic zones and along the San Andreas 
Fault and other fault traces through appropriate land use designations with very low densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 
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 Policy PS 2.2: Limit the amount of  development on steep slopes (Hillside Management Areas) and 
within landslide and liquefaction areas, through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 2.3: Prohibit the construction of  new structures on or across a fault trace. 

 Policy PS 2.4: Ensure that new development does not cause or contribute to slope instability. 

5.6.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following impact analysis addresses thresholds according to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines of  
significance. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Increased Development Potential, Population, and Employment due to Plan Buildout 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project could result in significant development in and around the more than 
one dozen rural town center areas that comprise the Project Area. Proposed Project buildout would result 
approximately 81,441 additional housing units compared to existing conditions. These new units would 
generate about 311,290 additional residents. Buildout of  the Proposed Project would also result in a 39 
percent increase in non-residential (commercial and industrial) space with an additional 37.1 million square 
feet. New land uses would result in an increase of  102,513 more jobs than under existing conditions. 

Impact 5.6-1: Project Area residents, occupants, or structures could potentially be exposed to seismic-
related hazards. [Threshold G-1i, -1ii, -1iii, and -1iv] 

Impact Analysis: 

Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault 

As depicted on Figure 5.6-2, several parts of  the Project Area lie within State-mapped Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zones, the most notable of  which is the San Andreas Fault Zone. Plan implementation 
would result in the construction of  new residential, commercial, and light industrial structures. The siting of  
such buildings would have to comply with the requirements of  the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act and the County Building Code, the purpose of  which is to prevent the construction of  residential 
buildings on top of  the traces of  active faults. Adherence to this law, and the associated setbacks from active 
fault traces, would help reduce the hazards associated with earthquake fault rupture to a less than significant 
level. Reducing the maximum residential densities in these areas, as proposed by the Proposed Project, would 
also help further reduce the hazards associated with earthquake fault rupture.  

Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would inevitably increase the number of  residential buildings, 
commercial/light-industrial buildings, and residents, workers, and visitors to the area. The Antelope Valley is a 
very seismically active region. Strong ground shaking is very likely to occur in the Project Area during the 
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useful lifetime of  newly built or redeveloped buildings envisioned in the Proposed Area Plan. The Project 
Area contains several active and potentially active earthquake faults, the most significant of  which are listed in 
Table 5.6-1 and shown on Figure 5.6-2. Of  the faults listed, the southern section of  the San Andreas Fault is 
believed to be capable of  generating the largest earthquake, potentially in excess of  Mw 7.1. Although the 
maximum anticipated peak horizontal ground acceleration associated with these faults is approximately 
0.50 g, the intensity of  seismic shaking can be very location dependent. For example, vertical ground 
acceleration associated with the 1994 Northridge Earthquake locally exceeded 1.0 g (i.e., more than the force 
of  gravity) at certain monitoring stations. 

Although strong seismic shaking is a risk throughout Southern California, the Project Area is not at greater 
risk of  seismic activity or impacts than other areas. Additionally, the State regulates development through a 
variety of  tools that reduce hazards from earthquakes and other geologic hazards. The County Building Code 
contains building design and construction requirements that are intended to safeguard against major 
structural failures or loss of  life caused by earthquakes or other geologic hazards. 

The County building regulations are included in the County Building Code. Future development plans 
pursuant to the Proposed Project would be required to adhere to the provisions of  the County Building 
Code, which are imposed on plan developments by the County during the building plan check and 
development review process. Each future development would be preceded by a detailed, site-specific 
geotechnical investigation. The geotechnical investigation would calculate seismic design parameters pursuant 
to County Building Code requirements, and would include foundation and structural design 
recommendations, as needed, to reduce hazards to people and structures arising from ground shaking. 
Compliance with the requirements of  the County Building Code for structural safety during a seismic event 
would reduce the hazards associated with strong seismic ground shaking to a less than significant level. 

Liquefaction 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project would increase numbers of  residents, workers, visitors, and 
structures in the Project Area. Based on assessments of  anticipated intensity and duration of  seismic shaking; 
the origin, texture, and composition of  shallow sediments; and the local presence of  shallow groundwater, 
several parts of  the Project Area have been mapped by the State as areas prone to seismically induced 
liquefaction as summarized in Table 5.6-3 and shown of  Figure 5.6-2. Future development plans considered 
for approval pursuant to the Proposed Project could subject persons or structures to potentially significant 
hazards arising from liquefaction. 

Although liquefaction zones have been mapped within the Project Area, future development pursuant to the 
Proposed Project would not result in increased risk of  or exposure to liquefaction or other seismic-related 
ground failures. Geotechnical investigations for future development plans considered for approval by the 
County pursuant to the Proposed Project would be required to evaluate the potential for liquefaction and 
other seismic ground failure, such as lateral spreading, under the respective plan sites. Geotechnical 
investigation reports would provide recommendations for grading and for foundation design to reduce 
hazards to people and structures arising from liquefaction and other seismic-related ground failure. Future 
development plans pursuant to the Proposed Project would be required to adhere to existing building and 
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grading codes, and construction-related grading requires the preparation and submittal of  site-specific 
grading plans and geotechnical reports that must be reviewed and approved by the County beforehand. Each 
future development plan would be required to comply with the recommendations in the geotechnical 
investigation report and comply with the County Building Code, thereby reducing such hazards to a less than 
significant level. 

Seismically Induced Landslides 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project at buildout would increase numbers of  residents, workers, visitors, 
and structures in Los Angeles County. The propensity for earthquake-induced landslides is greatest in areas 
characterized by steep slopes and/or bedrock or soil that are prone to mass movement. Only limited parts of  
the Project Area have been mapped by the State as zones of  seismically-induced landslide hazards under the 
Seismic Hazard Zonation Program. Nevertheless, the existing County’s building plan check and development 
review process provides meaningful safeguards against exposure to such hazards. 

Certain policies in the Land Use Element and Public Safety, Services, and Facilities Element of  the Proposed 
Project are intended to address potential seismic-related hazards associated with ground shaking, liquefaction, 
and seismically induced landslides: 

 Policy LU 3.1: Prohibit new development on fault traces and limit the amount of  potential development 
in Seismic Zones, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy LU 3.5: Limit the amount of  potential development in landslide and liquefaction areas, through 
appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy 
Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 2.1: Limit the amount of  potential development in Seismic Zones and along the San Andreas 
Fault and other fault traces through appropriate land use designations with very low densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 2.2: Limit the amount of  development on steep slopes (Hillside Management Areas) and 
within landslide and liquefaction areas, through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 2.3: Prohibit the construction of  new structures on or across a fault trace. 

Compliance with existing State and County regulations, as well as the goals and policies set forth in the 
Proposed Project would ensure that the impacts associated with exposure to strong seismic ground shaking, 
seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction, and landslides are reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Impact 5.6-2: Plan implementation would result in substantial soil erosion, the loss of topsoil, or 
development atop unstable geologic units or soils, or expansive soils. [Thresholds G-2, G-3, 
and G-4] 

Impact Analysis: 

Erosion 

Project buildout would involve construction-related ground disturbance in various parts of  the Project Area. 
During future development, soil would be graded or excavated and temporarily stockpiled. Construction-
related grading during future development could result in significant erosion unless appropriate soil-erosion 
measures are implemented. 

Most parts of  the Project Area are typified by gentle to moderate topography and are less susceptible to 
erosion and/or the loss of  topsoil. However, grading in areas characterized by steep slopes may substantially 
increase the likelihood of  erosion and/or topsoil loss. The grading process often removes protective 
vegetation, changes natural drainage patterns, and may produce oversteepened slopes. Policies concerning 
development in Hillside Management Areas (HMAs) also provide protection against erosion, particularly in 
areas dominated by steep slopes. In particular, the existing HMA Ordinance encourages development in 
HMAs on less steep slopes, and requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) prior to development in certain 
HMAs. Through the CUP, projects must protect the safety of  current and future residents, and will not create 
significant threats to life and/or property due to the presence of  geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire, flood, 
mud flow, or erosion hazard. 

Adherence to the requirements of  the County Building Code, together with the safeguards afforded by the 
County’s building plan check and development review process, would help ensure that appropriate erosion 
controls are devised and implemented during construction. Furthermore, construction activities on individual 
development sites larger than one acre would be subject to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements. Under the State-administered NPDES, the preparation and implementation of  a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required as well as deployment of  approved 
erosion control best management practices (BMPs). Construction Plans on sites one acre or larger are 
required to prepare and implement a SWPPP. The SWPPP is required to obtain coverage under the Statewide 
General Construction Activity permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board. The SWPPP would 
specify BMPs that would be used during the construction phase of  each affected Plan to minimize water 
pollution, including pollution with sediment. Categories of  BMPs used in SWPPPs are described in 
Table 5.6-4. 
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Table 5.6-4 Construction Best Management Practices 
Category Purpose Examples 

Erosion Controls Cover and/or bind soil surface, to prevent soil 
particles from being detached and transported by 
water or wind. 

Mulch, geotextiles, mats, hydroseeding, 
earth dikes, swales. 

Sediment Controls  Filter out soil particles that have been detached and 
transported in water. 

Barriers such as straw bales, sandbags, 
fiber rolls, and gravel bag berms; desilting 
basin; cleaning measures such as street 
sweeping. 

Wind Erosion Controls The aims and methods of wind erosion control are 
similar to those of “Erosion Control,” above. 

See “Erosion Controls,” above. 

Tracking Controls Minimize the tracking of soil offsite by vehicles. Stabilized construction roadways and 
construction entrances/exits; 
entrance/outlet tire wash. 

Nonstorm Water Management 
Controls  

Prohibit discharge of materials other than 
stormwater, such as discharges from the cleaning, 
maintenance, and fueling of vehicles and 
equipment. Conduct various construction 
operations, including paving, grinding, and concrete 
curing and finishing, in ways that minimize non-
stormwater discharges and contamination of any 
such discharges. 

BMPs specifying methods for: 
paving and grinding operations; cleaning, 
fueling, and maintenance of vehicles and 
equipment; concrete curing; concrete 
finishing.  

Waste Management and Controls 
(i.e., good housekeeping practices) 

Management of materials and wastes to avoid 
contamination of stormwater. 

Spill prevention and control, stockpile 
management, and management of solid 
wastes and hazardous wastes. 

In addition to the requirement to prepare a SWPPP, grading during development is subject to erosion control 
measures in the County’s Building Code, specifically the Grading Code Ordinance and Regulations. This code 
includes restrictions and practices that must be followed by developers in Los Angeles County. The faces of  
cut-and-fill slopes and development sites shall be prepared and maintained to control against erosion. 
Required erosion control measures may include temporary and/or permanent erosion control measures such 
as desilting basins, check dams, riprap, or other devices or methods, as approved by the County. Consequently, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Unstable Geologic Units or Soils and Expansive Soils 

Buildout of  the Proposed Project would increase numbers of  residents, workers, visitors, and structures in 
Los Angeles County. The Project Area is geographically expansive, embracing a variety of  geologic settings 
and soil types. In most parts of  the Project Area, unstable geologic units or soils, or expansive soils are not of  
concern. Nevertheless, areas of  unstable geologic units or unstable or expansive soils are known to occur 
locally. Development subsequently considered for approval within the Project Area could expose structures 
or persons to potentially significant hazards due to unstable geologic units or soils. 

Individual development plans would be required to adhere to existing building and grading codes. These 
codes contain provisions for soil preparation/conditioning to minimize hazards from unstable and expansive 
soils. Grading and building activities also requires the preparation of  site-specific grading plans, soils and 
geology reports to address liquefaction, subsidence, hydrocollapse, and other potential geologic or soil 
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stability issues. Such plans and reports must be tendered to the County for review and approval before 
development within the Project Area can commence. Submittal of  these technical plans and studies would 
ensure that hazards arising from unstable and expansive soils would be minimized to the extent practicable. 

Policies included in the Land Use Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, and Public Safety, 
Services, and Facilities Element of  the Proposed Project have been developed to address potential hazards 
associated with soil erosion, topsoil loss, or development atop unstable geologic units or soils, or expansive 
soils: 

 Policy LU 3.4: Limit the amount of  potential development on steep slopes identified as Hillside 
Management Areas, through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities, as 
indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy COS 5.5: Require adequate erosion control measures for all development in Hillside Management 
Areas, both during and after construction. 

 Policy COS 8.3: Provide strict enforcement of  illegal or unpermitted mineral extraction activities.  

 Policy PS 2.2: Limit the amount of  development on steep slopes (Hillside Management Areas) and 
within landslide and liquefaction areas, through appropriate land use designations with very low 
residential densities, as indicated in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 2.4: Ensure that new development does not cause or contribute to slope instability. 

Compliance with existing State and County regulations, as well as the goals and policies set forth in the 
Proposed Project, would ensure that the impacts associated with erosion and topsoil loss, as well as 
development atop unstable geologic units and soil, or expansive soil are reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable. Consequently, the overall, associated impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.6-3: Soil conditions would adequately support proposed septic tanks. [Threshold G-5] 

Impact Analysis: 

Some of  the development that is anticipated in the Project Area would not require the use of  septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Wastewater would be discharged into the existing public sanitary 
sewer systems, where the wastes would be conveyed by pipes to plants for treatment at one of  two nearby 
water reclamation plants operated by the Sanitation District of  Los Angeles County. Elsewhere, in more rural 
parts of  the Project Area, septic systems might be necessary, although the prevailing soil conditions are 
typically amenable to the use of  such systems. In addition, all on-site wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) 
must comply with County Code Titles 11 and 28 and other regulations applicable to OWTS, including 
requirements for preparation and submittal of  feasibility reports in order to obtain the Department of  Public 
Health - Environmental Health approval for construction and installation of  OWTS.As such, there would be 
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no impact from implementation of  the Proposed Project at sites where soils might otherwise not be capable 
of  supporting the use of  septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 

The impacts associated with the use of  OWTS as a consequence of  Proposed Project implementation would 
be less than significant. 

5.6.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Most of  Southern California is situated in an area of  a high seismic activity, including the Project Area. All 
cumulative development, both within the Project Area and within adjacent cities or parts of  Los Angeles 
County, would be subject to the County Building Code, which contains requirements for development in 
areas subject to Seismic Design Categories E and F. Additionally, cumulative plans would be subject to the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act, which restricts development atop the traces of  active faults. Due 
to the site-specific nature of  geological conditions (i.e., soil type, bedrock type, topography and slope stability, 
occurrence of  groundwater, etc.), potential impacts associated with geology and soils are typically assessed on 
a case-by-case basis, rather than on a cumulative basis. Nevertheless, cumulative growth due to plan 
implementation/buildout would expose a greater number of  people to seismic hazards. Future cumulative 
development under the Proposed Project and the surrounding area would be subject to the same local, State, 
and Federal regulations pertaining to geology and soils, including County Building Code requirements (or city 
building code requirements, as appropriate). Therefore, development in the region would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact. The Proposed Project, in combination with other plans, would not contribute 
to a potentially significant cumulative impact. 

5.6.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 

State 

 California Building Code (Title 24, California Code of  Regulations, Part 2) 

 California Health and Safety Code Sections 17953 et seq.: Geotechnical Investigations 

 California Code of  Regulations Title 24, Section 3724: Required Investigations in Seismic Hazard Zones 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 2621 et seq.:Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

 California Public Resources Code Section 2695: Seismic Hazard Mapping Act 

 California Public Resources Code Section 2710 et seq.: Surface Mining And Reclamation Act Of  1975 

 Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, State Water Resources Control Board: General Construction Permit 

Los Angeles County Code  

 Title 26, Chapters 2 through 35, and Appendices C, I, and J (Adoption of  California Building Code) 
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 Grading Code Ordinance and Regulations (Construction-related erosion control, preparation of  cut-and-
fill slopes, and the implementation of  erosion control measures) 

 Title 26, Chapters 95 and 96 (Seismic safety requirements for older concrete tilt-up buildings and 
unreinforced masonry bearing wall buildings) 

5.6.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Assuming compliance with applicable regulatory requirements and conformance with standard conditions of  
approval, the following impacts would be less than significant: 5.6-1, 5.6-2, 5.6-3, 5.6–4, and 5.6–5. 

5.6.8 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

5.6.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
No significant impacts have been identified and no significant and unavoidable impacts would occur. 

5.6.10 References 
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5.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation 
of  the Antelope Valley Area Plan Update (Proposed Project) to cumulatively contribute to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions impacts. Because no single project is large enough to result in a measurable increase in 
global concentrations of  GHG emissions, climate change impacts of  a project are considered on a cumulative 
basis. This evaluation is based on the methodology recommended by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) and the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD). 
Emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2, 
and are based on the buildout land use projections and on average daily vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) provided by Fehr & Peers. GHG emissions modeling for the Proposed Project is included in 
Appendix F of  this DEIR. 

5.7.1 Environmental Setting 
Scientists have concluded that human activities are contributing to global climate change by adding large 
amounts of  heat-trapping gases, known as GHGs, to the atmosphere. The primary source of  these GHGs is 
fossil fuel use. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has identified four major GHGs—
water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and ozone (O3)—that are the likely cause of  an increase 
in global average temperatures observed within the 20th and 21st centuries. Other GHGs identified by the 
IPCC that contribute to global warming to a lesser extent include nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and chlorofluorocarbons (IPCC 2001).1,2 The major GHGs are 
briefly described below. 

 Carbon dioxide (CO2) enters the atmosphere through the burning of  fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and 
coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and respiration, and also as a result of  other chemical 
reactions (e.g., manufacture of  cement). Carbon dioxide is removed from the atmosphere (sequestered) 
when it is absorbed by plants as part of  the biological carbon cycle. 

 Methane (CH4) is emitted during the production and transport of  coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane 
emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and from the decay of  organic waste 
in landfills and water treatment facilities. 

 Nitrous oxide (N2O) is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during the 
combustion of  fossil fuels and solid waste. 

                                                      
1Water vapor (H2O) is the strongest GHG and the most variable in its phases (vapor, cloud droplets, ice crystals). However, water 
vapor is not considered a pollutant because it is considered part of the feedback loop of changing radiative forcing rather than a 
primary cause of change. 
2 Black carbon contributes to climate change both directly, by absorbing sunlight, and indirectly, by depositing on snow (making it 
melt faster) and by interacting with clouds and affecting cloud formation. Black carbon is the most strongly light-absorbing 
component of particulate matter (PM) emitted from burning fuels such as coal, diesel, and biomass. Reducing black carbon emissions 
globally can have immediate economic, climate, and public health benefits. California has been an international leader in reducing 
emissions of black carbon, with close to 95 percent control expected by 2020 due to existing programs that target reducing PM from 
diesel engines and burning activities (CARB 2014a).However, state and national GHG inventories do not include black carbon yet due 
to ongoing work related to resolving the precise global warming potential of black carbon. Guidance for CEQA documents does not 
yet include black carbon. 
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 Fluorinated gases are synthetic, strong GHGs that are emitted from a variety of  industrial processes. 
Fluorinated gases are sometimes used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances. These gases are 
typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they are potent GHGs, they are sometimes referred to 
as high global-warming-potential (GWP) gases. 

• Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are GHGs covered under the 1987 Montreal Protocol and used for 
refrigeration, air conditioning, packaging, insulation, solvents, or aerosol propellants. Since they are 
not destroyed in the lower atmosphere (troposphere, stratosphere), CFCs drift into the upper 
atmosphere where, given suitable conditions, they break down ozone. These gases are therefore being 
replaced by other compounds that are GHGs covered under the Kyoto Protocol. 

• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) are a group of  human-made chemicals composed of  carbon and fluorine 
only. These chemicals (predominantly perfluoromethane [CF4] and perfluoroethane [C2F6]) were 
introduced as alternatives, along with HFCs, to the ozone-depleting substances. In addition, PFCs are 
emitted as by-products of  industrial processes and are used in manufacturing. PFCs do not harm the 
stratospheric ozone layer, but they have a high GWP. 

• Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) is a colorless gas soluble in alcohol and ether, and slightly soluble in 
water. SF6 is a strong GHG used primarily in electrical transmission and distribution systems as an 
insulator. 

• Hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) contain hydrogen, fluorine, chlorine, and carbon atoms. 
Although they are ozone-depleting substances, they are less potent than CFCs. They have been 
introduced as temporary replacements for CFCs. 

• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) contain only hydrogen, fluorine, and carbon atoms. They were 
introduced as alternatives to ozone-depleting substances to serve many industrial, commercial, and 
personal needs. HFCs are emitted as by-products of  industrial processes and are also used in 
manufacturing. They do not significantly deplete the stratospheric ozone layer, but they are strong 
GHGs (IPCC 2001; EPA 2012). 

GHGs are dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of  the gas molecule in the atmosphere. Some GHGs 
have a stronger greenhouse effect than others. These are referred to as high GWP gases. The GWP of  GHG 
emissions are shown in Table 5.7-1, GHG Emissions and their Relative Global Warming Potential Compared to CO2. 
The GWP is used to convert GHGs to CO2e to show the relative potential that different GHGs have to 
retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. For example, under 
IPCC’s Second Assessment Report GWP values for CH4, a project that generates 10 metric tons (MT) of  
CH4 would be equivalent to 210 MT of  CO2.3 

                                                      
3CO2-equivalence is used to show the relative potential that different GHGs have to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and 
contribute to the greenhouse effect. The global warming potential of a GHG is also dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the 
gas molecule in the atmosphere. 
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Table 5.7-1 GHG Emissions and their Relative Global Warming Potential Compared to CO2 

GHGs 
Atmospheric Lifetime  

(Years) 

Second Assessment Report  
Global Warming  

Potential Relative to CO21 

Fourth Assessment Report  
Global Warming  

Potential Relative to CO21 
Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 50 to 200 1 1 
Methane2 (CH4) 12 (±3) 21 25 
Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 120 310 298 
Hydrofluorocarbons:    
HFC-23 264 11,700 14,800 
HFC-32 5.6 650 675 
HFC-125 32.6 2,800 3,500 
HFC-134a 14.6 1,300 1,430 
HFC-143a 48.3 3,800 4,470 
HFC-152a 1.5 140 124 
HFC-227ea 36.5 2,900 3,220 
HFC-236fa 209 6,300 9,810 
HFC-4310mee 17.1 1,300 1,030 
Perfluoromethane: CF4 50,000 6,500 7,390 
Perfluoroethane: C2F6 10,000 9,200 12,200 
Perfluorobutane: C4F10 2,600 7,000 8,860 
Perfluoro-2-methylpentane: C6F14 3,200 7,400 9,300 
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 3,200 23,900 22,800 
Source: IPCC2007 
Note: The IPCC has published updated global warming potential (GWP) values in its Fifth Assessment Report (2013) that reflect new information on atmospheric lifetimes 

of GHGs and an improved calculation of the radiative forcing of CO2. However, GWP values identified in the Second Assessment Report are still used by SCAQMD to 
maintain consistency in GHG emissions modeling. In addition, the 2008 Scoping Plan was based on the GWP values in the Second Assessment Report. 

1 Based on 100-year time horizon of theGWP of the air pollutant relative to CO2. 
2 The methane GWP includes direct effects and indirect effects due to the production of tropospheric ozone and stratospheric water vapor. The indirect effect due to the 

production of CO2 is not included. 

California’s Greenhouse Gas Sources and Relative Contribution 

California is the second largest emitter of  GHG emissions in the United States, surpassed only by Texas, and 
is the tenth largest GHG emitter in the world (CEC 2005, USEIA 2011). However, California also has over 
12 million more people than Texas. Because of  more stringent air emission regulations, in 2001, California 
ranked fourth lowest in carbon emissions per capita and fifth lowest among states in CO2 emissions from 
fossil fuel consumption per unit of  Gross State Product (total economic output of  goods and services) (CEC 
2006a). 

The California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) last update to the statewide GHG emissions inventory that 
utilized the Second Assessment Report GWPs was conducted in 2012 for year 2009 emissions.4 In 2009, 
California produced 457 million metric tons (MMT) of  CO2-equivalent (CO2e) GHG emissions. California’s 
transportation sector is the single largest generator of  GHG emissions, producing 37.9 percent of  the State’s 
total emissions. Electricity consumption is the second largest source, comprising of  22.7 percent. Industrial 
activities are California’s third largest source of  GHG emissions, comprising of  17.8 percent of  the State’s 

                                                      
4Methodology for determining the statewide GHG inventory is not the same as the methodology used to determine statewide GHG 
emissions under Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) (2006). 
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total emissions. Other major sectors of  GHG emissions include commercial and residential, recycling and 
waste, high global warming potential GHGs, agriculture, and forestry (CARB 2012a). 

In 2013, the statewide GHG emissions inventory was updated for 2000 to 2012 emissions that utilized the 
GWPs in IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report. Based on the Fourth Assessment Report GWPs, in 2012, 
California produced 459 MMTCO2e GHG emissions. California’s transportation sector remains the single 
largest generator of  GHG emissions, producing 36.5 percent of  the State’s total emissions. Electricity 
consumption is the second largest source, comprising of  20.7 percent. Industrial activities are California’s 
third largest source of  GHG emissions, comprising of  19.4 percent of  the State’s total emissions. Other 
major sectors of  GHG emissions include commercial and residential, recycling and waste, high global 
warming potential GHGs, agriculture, and forestry (CARB 2014b).  

Human Influence on Climate Change 

For approximately 1,000 years before the Industrial Revolution, the amount of  GHGs in the atmosphere 
remained relatively constant. During the 20th century, however, scientists observed a rapid change in the 
climate and climate change pollutants that is attributable to human activities. The amount of  CO2 has 
increased by more than 35 percent since pre-industrial times and has increased at an average rate of  1.4 parts 
per million (ppm) per year since 1960, mainly due to combustion of  fossil fuels and deforestation (IPCC 
2007). These recent changes in climate change pollutants far exceed the extremes of  the ice ages, and the 
global mean temperature is rising at a rate that cannot be explained by natural causes alone. Human activities 
are directly altering the chemical composition of  the atmosphere through the buildup of  climate change 
pollutants (CAT 2006). 

Climate-change scenarios are affected by varying degrees of  uncertainty. IPCC’s “2007 IPCC Fourth 
Assessment Report” projects that the global mean temperature increase from 1990 to 2100, under different 
climate-change scenarios, will range from 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F). In the past, gradual changes in the 
Earth’s temperature changed the distribution of  species, availability of  water, etc. However, human activities 
are accelerating this process so that environmental impacts associated with climate change no longer occur in 
a geologic time frame but within a human lifetime (IPCC 2007). 

Potential Climate Change Impacts for California 

Like the variability in the projections of  the expected increase in global surface temperatures, the 
environmental consequences of  gradual changes in the Earth’s temperature are also hard to predict. In 
California and western North America, observations of  the climate have shown: 1) a trend toward warmer 
winter and spring temperatures; 2) a smaller fraction of  precipitation falling as snow; 3) a decrease in the 
amount of  spring snow accumulation in the lower and middle elevation mountain zones; 4) an advance 
snowmelt of  5 to 30 days earlier in the springs; and 5) a similar shift (5 to 30 days earlier) in the timing of  
spring flower blooms (CAT 2006). According to the California Climate Action Team, even if  actions could be 
taken to immediately curtail climate change emissions, the potency of  emissions that have already built up, 
their long atmospheric lifetimes (see Table 5.7-1), and the inertia of  the Earth’s climate system could produce 
as much as 0.6°C (1.1°F) of  additional warming. Consequently, some impacts from climate change are now 
considered unavoidable. Global climate change risks to California are shown in Table 5.7-2, Summary of  GHG 
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Emissions Risks to California, and include impacts to public health, water resources, agricultural, coastal sea 
level, forest and biological resource, and energy.  

Table 5.7-2 Summary of GHG Emissions Risks to California 
Impact Category Potential Risk 

Public Health Impacts Poor air quality made worse 
More severe heat 

Water Resources Impacts 

Decreasing Sierra Nevada snow pack 
Challenges in securing adequate water supply 
Potential reduction in hydropower 
Loss of winter recreation 

Agricultural Impacts 

Increasing temperature 
Increasing threats from pests and pathogens 
Expanded ranges of agricultural weeds 
Declining productivity 
Irregular blooms and harvests 

Coastal Sea Level Impacts 

Accelerated sea level rise 
Increasing coastal floods 
Shrinking beaches 
Worsened impacts on infrastructure 

Forest and Biological Resource Impacts 

Increased risk and severity of wildfires 
Lengthening of the wildfire season 
Movement of forest areas 
Conversion of forest to grassland 
Declining forest productivity 
Increasing threats from pest and pathogens 
Shifting vegetation and species distribution 
Altered timing of migration and mating habits 
Loss of sensitive or slow-moving species 

Energy Demand Impacts Potential reduction in hydropower 
Increased energy demand 

Sources: CEC 2006b; CEC 2008. 

 

Specific climate change impacts that could affect the Proposed Project include:  

 Increases in Ambient Temperatures. On average, the Los Angeles region is expected to warm 4 to 5 
degrees over land by mid-century. The coasts and oceans will likely warm the slowest, whereas the 
mountains and deserts will experience more rapid warming. Warming across the region will be greatest in 
the summer and fall. For the unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles County in particular, the University of  
California, Los Angeles’ (UCLA) high emissions modeling scenario predicts that mountain and inland 
areas may warm up to or greater than 4.5 degrees and coastal and valley/urban areas up to 3.7 to 3.9 
degrees (Los Angeles 2014).  

 Increases in Extreme Heat Conditions. Heat waves and very high temperatures could last longer and 
become more frequent. Extreme heat days are expected to triple in the coastal and central areas; the San 
Fernando Valley and San Gabriel Valley will witness almost a quadrupling of  heat days. The number of  
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extreme heat days in the desert and mountain areas will increase 5 to 6 times relative to the current 
amounts. For the unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles County in particular, including the Project Area, 
UCLA’s high emissions modeling scenario predicts a nearly 12-fold increase in the number of  heat days, 
down to a 1.5- to 2-fold increase for the inland/valley areas (Los Angeles 2014). 

 Decreased Snowfall and Winter Snowpack. The region’s mountains could see a 42 percent reduction 
in annual snowfall by mid-century. The winter snowpack is also expected to melt 16 days earlier as a 
result of  rising temperatures. As of  March 2014, California is facing a severe drought and the snowpack 
in the Sierra Nevada is 12 percent of  the annual average. Changes in snowfall could exacerbate drought-
like conditions, reducing water supplies and water security for all end users throughout Los Angeles 
County (Los Angeles 2014).  

 Wildfire projections include slight increases in the amount of  area burned in 2085 compared to the 
current (2010) risk, primarily in the northern and eastern portions of  Los Angeles County (Los Angeles 
2014). 

5.7.1.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal Laws 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced on December 7, 2009, that GHG emissions 
threaten the public health and welfare of  the American people and that GHG emissions from on-road 
vehicles contribute to that threat. The EPA’s final findings respond to the 2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision 
that GHG emissions fit within the Clean Air Act definition of  air pollutants. The findings do not in and of  
themselves impose any emission reduction requirements, but allow the EPA to finalize the GHG standards 
proposed in 2009 for new light-duty vehicles as part of  the joint rulemaking with the Department of  
Transportation (USEPA 2009). 

The EPA’s endangerment finding covers emissions of  six key GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and SF6—that have been the subject of  scrutiny and intense analysis for decades by 
scientists in the United States and around the world (the first three are applicable to the Proposed Project). 

US Mandatory Report Rule for GHGs (2009) 

In response to the endangerment finding, the EPA issued the Mandatory Reporting of  GHG Rule that 
requires substantial emitters of  GHG emissions (large stationary sources, etc.) to report GHG emissions data. 
Facilities that emit 25,000 MTCO2 per year are required to submit an annual report. 

Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2010/2012) 

The current Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards (for model years 2011 to 2016) incorporate 
stricter fuel economy requirements promulgated by the federal government and California into one uniform 
standard. Additionally, automakers are required to cut GHG emissions in new vehicles by roughly 25 percent 
by 2016 (resulting in a fleet average of  35.5 miles per gallon [mpg] by 2016). Rulemaking to adopt these new 
standards was completed in 2010. California agreed to allow automakers who show compliance with the 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

August 2014 Page 5.7-7 

national program to also be deemed in compliance with state requirements. The federal government issued 
new standards in 2012 for model years 2017–2025, which will require a fleet average of  54.5 mpg in 2025. 

EPA Regulation of Stationary Sources under the Clean Air Act (Ongoing) 

Pursuant to its authority under the Clean Air Act, the EPA has been developing regulations for new stationary 
sources such as power plants, refineries, and other large sources of  emissions. Pursuant to the President’s 
2013 Climate Action Plan, the EPA will be directed to also develop regulations for existing stationary sources. 

State Laws 

Current State of  California guidance and goals for reductions in GHG emissions are generally embodied in 
Executive Order S-03-05, Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), and Senate Bill 375 (SB 375). 

Executive Order S-03-05 

Executive Order S-3-05, signed June 1, 2005, set the following GHG reduction targets for the state: 

 2000 levels by 2010 

 1990 levels by 2020 

 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 

Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act (2006) 

Current State of  California guidance and goals for reductions in GHG emissions are generally embodied in 
AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 was passed by the California state legislature on August 31, 
2006, to place the State on a course toward reducing its contribution of  GHG emissions. AB 32 follows the 
2020 tier of  emissions reduction targets established in Executive Order S-3-05. 

CARB 2008 Scoping Plan 

The final Scoping Plan was adopted by CARB on December 11, 2008. AB 32 directed CARB to adopt 
discrete early action measures to reduce GHG emissions and outline additional reduction measures to meet 
the 2020 target. In order to effectively implement the emissions cap, AB 32 directed CARB to establish a 
mandatory reporting system to track and monitor GHG emissions levels for large stationary sources that 
generate more than 25,000 MTCO2e per year, prepare a plan demonstrating how the 2020 deadline can be 
met, and develop appropriate regulations and programs to implement the plan by 2012. 

The 2008 Scoping Plan estimated that GHG emissions in California are anticipated to be approximately 
596 MMTCO2e in 2020 if  no steps are taken to reduce GHG emissions (i.e., the business as usual [BAU] 
scenario). In December 2007, CARB approved a 2020 emissions limit of  427 MMTCO2e (471 million tons) 
for the State. The 2020 target requires a total emissions reduction of  169 MMTCO2e, from the BAU scenario, 
or a 28.5 percent for the year 2020 (i.e. 28.5 percent of  596 MMTCO2e) (CARB 2008).5 

                                                      
5CARB defines BAU in its Scoping Plan as emissions levels that would occur if California continued to grow and add new GHG 
emissions but did not adopt any measures to reduce emissions. Projections for each emission-generating sector were compiled and 
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Since release of  the 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB has updated the Statewide GHG emissions inventory to 
reflect GHG emissions in light of  the economic downturn and of  measures not previously considered in the 
2008 Scoping Plan baseline inventory. The updated forecast predicts BAU emissions to be 545 MMTCO2e by 
2020. The revised BAU 2020 forecast shows that the State would have to reduce GHG emissions by 
21.7 percent from BAU in order to achieve 1990 levels, compared to the 28.5-percent reduction that was 
estimated in the 2008 Scoping Plan. The new inventory also identifies that if  the updated 2020 forecast 
includes the reductions assumed from implementation of  the Pavley standards (26 MMTCO2e of  reductions) 
and the 33 percent renewable portfolio standard (RPS) (12 MMTCO2e of  reductions), the forecast would be 
507 MMTCO2e in 2020, in which case an estimated 80 MMTCO2e of  additional reductions would be 
necessary to achieve the statewide emissions GHG reduction target of  AB 32, or a 15.7 percent reduction 
compared to adjusted BAU forecast (i.e., 15.7 percent of  507 MMTCO2e) (CARB 2012b). 

Key elements of  CARB’s GHG reduction plan that may be applicable to the project include: 

 Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and appliance 
standards (adopted and cycle updates in progress). 

 Achieving a mix of  33 percent for energy generation from renewable sources (anticipated by 2020). 

 A California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate Initiative partner programs to 
create a regional market system for large stationary sources (adopted 2011). 

 Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout California, and 
pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets (several Sustainable Communities Strategies have 
been adopted). 

 Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to state laws and policies, including California’s clean car 
standards (amendments to the Pavley Standards adopted 2009; Advanced Clean Car standard adopted 
2012), goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) (adopted 2009).6 

 Creating target fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high GWP gases, and a fee to 
fund the administrative costs of  the state’s long-term commitment to AB 32 implementation (in 
progress). 

                                                                                                                                                                           
used to estimate emissions for 2020 based on 2002–2004 emissions intensities. Under CARB’s definition of BAU, new growth is 
assumed to have the same carbon intensities as was typical from 2002 through 2004. 
6On December 29, 2011, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California issued several rulings in the federal lawsuits 
challenging the LCFS. One of the court’s rulings preliminarily enjoined the CARB from enforcing the regulation during the pendency 
of the litigation. In January 2012, CARB appealed the decision and on April 23, 2012, the Ninth Circuit Court granted CARB’s 
motion for a stay of the injunction while it continued to consider CARB’s appeal of the lower court’s decision. On July 15, 2013, the 
State of California Court of Appeals held that the LCFS would remain in effect and that CARB can continue to implement and 
enforce the 2013 regulatory standards while it corrects certain aspects of the procedures by which the LCFS was adopted. 
Accordingly, CARB is continuing to implement and enforce the LCFS while addressing the court’s concerns. 
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Table 5.7-3, Scoping Plan GHG Reduction Measures and Reductions toward 2020 Target, shows the anticipated 
reductions from regulations and programs outlined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. Although local government 
operations were not accounted for in achieving the 2020 emissions reduction, CARB estimates that land use 
changes implemented by local governments that integrate jobs, housing, and services result in a reduction of  
5 MMTCO2e, which is approximately 3 percent of  the 2020 GHG emissions reduction goal. In recognition 
of  the critical role local governments play in the successful implementation of  AB 32, the 2008 Scoping Plan 
cited a GHG reduction goal for local governments 15 percent of  current levels (2005-2008) by 2020 to 
ensure that municipal and community-wide emissions match the State’s reduction target.7 Measures that local 
governments take to support shifts in land use patterns are anticipated to emphasize compact, low-impact 
growth over development in greenfields, resulting in fewer VMT (CARB 2008). 

Table 5.7-3 Scoping Plan GHG Reduction Measures and Reductions toward 2020 Target 

Recommended Reduction Measures 

Reductions Counted toward 
2020 Target of 169 MMT 

CO2e 

Percentage of 
Statewide 2020 

Target 
Cap and Trade Program and Associated Measures 
California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards 31.7 19% 
Energy Efficiency 26.3 16% 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (33 percent by 2020) 21.3 13% 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard 15 9% 
Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets1 5 3% 
Vehicle Efficiency Measures 4.5 3% 
Goods Movement 3.7 2% 
Million Solar Roofs 2.1 1% 
Medium/Heavy Duty Vehicles 1.4 1% 
High Speed Rail 1.0 1% 
Industrial Measures 0.3 0% 
Additional Reduction Necessary to Achieve Cap 34.4 20% 
Total Cap and Trade Program Reductions 146.7 87% 
Uncapped Sources/Sectors Measures 
High Global Warming Potential Gas Measures 20.2 12% 
Sustainable Forests 5 3% 
Industrial Measures (for sources not covered under cap and trade program) 1.1 1% 
Recycling and Waste (landfill methane capture) 1 1% 
Total Uncapped Sources/Sectors Reductions 27.3 16% 
Total Reductions Counted toward 2020 Target 174 100% 
Other Recommended Measures – Not Counted toward 2020 Target 
State Government Operations 1.0 to 2.0 1% 
Local Government Operations2 To Be Determined NA 
Green Buildings 26 15% 
Recycling and Waste 9 5% 
Water Sector Measures 4.8 3% 

                                                      
7The Scoping Plan references a goal for local governments to reduce community GHG emissions by 15 percent from current 
(interpreted as 2008) levels by 2020, but it does not rely on local GHG reduction targets established by local governments to meet the 
state’s GHG reduction target of AB 32. 
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Table 5.7-3 Scoping Plan GHG Reduction Measures and Reductions toward 2020 Target 

Recommended Reduction Measures 

Reductions Counted toward 
2020 Target of 169 MMT 

CO2e 

Percentage of 
Statewide 2020 

Target 
Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 1% 

Total Other Recommended Measures – Not Counted toward 2020 Target 42.8 NA 
Source:CARB 2008. 
Notes: The percentages in the right-hand column add up to more than 100 percent because the emissions reduction goal is 169 MMTCO2e and the Scoping Plan 

identifies 174 MTCO2e of emissions reductions strategies. 
MMTCO2e: million metric tons of CO2e 
1 Reductions represent an estimate of what may be achieved from local land use changes. It is not the SB 375 regional target. 
2 According to the Measure Documentation Supplement to the Scoping Plan, local government actions and targets are anticipated to reduce vehicle miles by 

approximately 2 percent through land use planning, resulting in a potential GHG reduction of 2 million metric tons of CO2e (or approximately 1.2 percent of the GHG 
reduction target). However, these reductions were not included in the Scoping Plan reductions to achieve the 2020 target. 

 

Update to the Scoping Plan 

CARB has completed a five-year update to the 2008 Scoping Plan, as required by AB 32. It released the draft 
of  the Update to the Scoping Plan on February 10, 2014, and was adopted by CARB on May 22, 2014. The 
Update to the Scoping Plan defines CARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and lays the 
groundwork to reach post-2020 goals in Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-16-2012. The update includes the 
latest scientific findings related to climate change and its impacts, including short-lived climate pollutants. The 
GHG target identified in the 2008 Scoping Plan is based on IPCC’s GWP identified in the Second and Third 
Assessment Reports. IPCC’s Fourth and Fifth Assessment Reports identified more recent GWP values based 
on the latest available science. As a result, CARB recalculated the 1990 GHG emission levels with the 
updated GWPs in the Fourth Assessment Report, which was available at the time of  the report preparation. 
Using the new GWPs in the Fourth Assessment Report, the 427 MMTCO2e 1990 emissions level and 2020 
GHG emissions limit, established in response to AB 32, would be slightly higher at 431 MMTCO2e (CARB 
2014a). 

The Update to the Scoping Plan highlights California’s progress toward meeting the near-term 2020 GHG 
emission reduction goals defined in the original 2008 Scoping Plan. As identified in the Update to the 
Scoping Plan, California is on track to meeting the goals of  AB 32. However, the Update to the Scoping Plan 
also addresses the state's longer-term GHG goals in a post-2020 element. The post-2020 element provides an 
overview of  a long-term strategy for meeting the 2050 GHG goals, including a recommendation for the state 
to adopt a midterm target. According to the Update to the Scoping Plan, reducing emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels will require a fundamental shift to efficient, clean energy in every sector of  the economy. 
Progressing toward California’s 2050 climate targets will require significant acceleration of  GHG reduction 
rates. Emissions from 2020 to 2050 will have to decline several times faster than the rate needed to reach the 
2020 emissions limit (CARB 2014b). 

Senate Bill 375 

In 2008, Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, was adopted to 
connect the GHG emissions reductions targets established in the 2008 Scoping Plan for the transportation 
sector to local land use decisions that affect travel behavior. Its intent is to reduce GHG emissions from light-
duty trucks and automobiles (excludes emissions associated with goods movement) by aligning regional long-
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range transportation plans, investments, and housing allocations to local land use planning to reduce VMT 
and vehicle trips. Specifically, SB 375 required CARB to establish GHG emissions reduction targets for each 
of  the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs). Southern California Association of  Governments 
(SCAG) is the MPO for the Southern California region, which includes the counties of  Los Angeles, Orange, 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. 

Pursuant to the recommendations of  the Regional Transportation Advisory Committee, CARB adopted per 
capita reduction targets for each of  the MPOs rather than a total magnitude reduction target. SCAG’s targets 
are an 8 percent per capita reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2020 and a 13 percent per capita 
reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2035 (CARB 2010). 

The 2020 targets are smaller than the 2035 targets because a significant portion of  the built environment in 
2020 has been defined by decisions that have already been made. In general, the 2020 scenarios reflect that 
more time is needed for large land use and transportation infrastructure changes. Most of  the reductions in 
the interim are anticipated to come from improving the efficiency of  the region’s existing transportation 
network. The proposed targets would result in 3 MMTCO2e of  reductions by 2020 and 15 MMTCO2e of  
reductions by 2035. Based on these reductions, the passenger vehicle target in CARB’s Scoping Plan (for 
AB 32) would be met (CARB 2010). 

SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS 

SB 375 requires the MPOs to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in their regional 
transportation plan. For the SCAG region, the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS) was adopted in April 2012 (SCAG 2012). In addition, the Gateway Cities Council of  
Governments (COG) has created its own SCS. Data and policies in this subregional SCS are incorporated 
into SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS. The SCS outlines a development pattern for the region, which, when integrated 
with the transportation network and other transportation measures and policies, would reduce GHG 
emissions from transportation (excluding goods movement). The SCS is meant to provide growth strategies 
that will achieve the regional GHG emissions reduction targets. However, the SCS does not require that local 
general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with the SCS, but provides incentives for consistency for 
governments and developers. 

Assembly Bill 1493 

California vehicle GHG emission standards were enacted under AB 1493 (Pavley I). Pavley I is a clean-car 
standard that reduces GHG emissions from new passenger vehicles (light-duty auto to medium-duty vehicles) 
from 2009 through 2016 and is anticipated to reduce GHG emissions from new passenger vehicles by 
30 percent in 2016. California implements the Pavley I standards through a waiver granted to California by 
the EPA. In 2012, the EPA issued a Final Rulemaking that sets even more stringent fuel economy and GHG 
emissions standards for model year 2017 through 2025 light-duty vehicles (see also the discussion on the 
update to the CAFE standards under Federal Laws, above).In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced 
Clean Cars program (formerly known as Pavley II) for model years 2017 through 2025. The program 
combines the control of  smog, soot and global warming gases and requirements for greater numbers of  zero-
emission vehicles into a single package of  standards. Under California’s Advanced Clean Car program, by 
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2025, new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer global warming gases and 75 percent fewer smog-forming 
emissions. 

Executive Order S-01-07 

On January 18, 2007, the State set a new low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels sold within 
the State. Executive Order S-1-07 sets a declining standard for GHG emissions measured in carbon dioxide 
equivalent gram per unit of  fuel energy sold in California. The LCFS requires a reduction of  2.5 percent in 
the carbon intensity of  California’s transportation fuels by 2015 and a reduction of  at least 10 percent by 
2020. The standard applies to refiners, blenders, producers, and importers of  transportation fuels, and would 
use market-based mechanisms to allow these providers to choose how they reduce emissions during the “fuel 
cycle” using the most economically feasible methods. 

Executive Order B-16-2012 

On March 23, 2012, the State identified that CARB, the California Energy Commission (CEC), the Public 
Utilities Commission, and other relevant agencies worked with the Plug-in Electric Vehicle Collaborative and 
the California Fuel Cell Partnership to establish benchmarks to accommodate zero-emissions vehicles in 
major metropolitan areas, including infrastructure to support them (e.g., electric vehicle charging stations). 
The executive order also directs the number of  zero-emission vehicles in California’s state vehicle fleet to 
increase through the normal course of  fleet replacement so that at least 10 percent of  fleet purchases of  
light-duty vehicles are zero-emission by 2015 and at least 25 percent by 2020. The executive order also 
establishes a target for the transportation sector of  reducing GHG emissions from the transportation sector 
80 percent below 1990 levels. 

Senate Bills 1078 and 107, and Executive Order S-14-08 

A major component of  California’s Renewable Energy Program is the renewable portfolio standard (RPS) 
established under Senate Bills 1078 (Sher) and 107 (Simitian). Under the RPS, certain retail sellers of  
electricity were required to increase the amount of  renewable energy each year by at least 1 percent in order 
to reach at least 20 percent by December 30, 2010. CARB has now approved an even higher goal of  
33 percent by 2020. In 2011, the State legislature adopted this higher standard in SBX1-2. Executive 
Order S-14-08 was signed in November 2008, which expands the state’s Renewable Energy Standard to 
33 percent renewable power by 2020. Renewable sources of  electricity include wind, small hydropower, solar, 
geothermal, biomass, and biogas. The increase in renewable sources for electricity production will decrease 
indirect GHG emissions from development projects because electricity production from renewable sources is 
generally considered carbon neutral. 

California Building Code 

Energy conservation standards for new residential and non-residential buildings were adopted by the 
California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (now the CEC) in June 1977 and 
most recently revised in 2013 (Title 24, Part 6, of  the California Code of  Regulations [CCR]). Title 24 
requires the design of  building shells and building components to conserve energy. The standards are 
updated periodically to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of  new energy efficiency 
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technologies and methods. On May 31, 2012, the CEC adopted the 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency 
Standards, which went into effect on July 1, 2014. Buildings that are constructed in accordance with the 2013 
Building and Energy Efficiency Standards are 25 percent (residential) to 30 percent (non-residential) more 
energy efficient than the 2008 standards as a result of  better windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, 
and other features that reduce energy consumption in homes and businesses. 

On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green building 
standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title 24, known as “CALGreen”) was 
adopted as part of  the California Building Standards Code (Title 24, CCR). CALGreen established planning 
and design standards for sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of  the California Energy 
Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and internal air contaminants.8 The 
mandatory provisions of  the California Green Building Code Standards became effective January 1, 2011 and 
were updated most recently in 2013. 

2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations 

The 2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608) were adopted by the 
CEC on October 11, 2006, and approved by the California Office of  Administrative Law on December 14, 
2006. The regulations include standards for both federally regulated appliances and non-federally regulated 
appliances. Though these regulations are now often viewed as “business as usual,” they exceed the standards 
imposed by all other states, and they reduce GHG emissions by reducing energy demand. 

5.7.1.2 LOCAL GHG REDUCTION PLANNING 

Los Angeles County Energy and Environmental Program 

In 2006, the County of  Los Angeles (County) Board of  Supervisors adopted an Energy and Environmental 
Program (EEP) for the development and enhancement of  energy conservation and environmental programs 
for County departments. These programs contribute to the County’s efforts to reduce community-wide 
GHGs and GHGs from County operations. The EEP consists of  the following programs: 

 Energy and Water Efficiency: The EEP establishes a reduction target of  20 percent by 2015 and 
implements conservation monitoring practices and water and energy shortage awareness programs for 
County buildings and departments. 

 Green Building Construction and Operations: The County’s Green Building Program currently 
consists of  the Green Building, Low-Impact Development, and Drought Tolerant Ordinances.9 

 Environmental Stewardship: The Environmental Stewardship Program measures and reduces the 
County’s environmental footprint, including the amount of  GHGs produced through direct and indirect 
County operations, and develops climate change-related policies. 

                                                      
8The green building standards became mandatory in the 2010 edition of the code. 
9 The County’s Green Building Program is being updated and/or appealed since green building and drought-tolerant landscaping 
requirements are now addressed through adherence to the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). An update the 
Tree Planting Ordnance is also pending as a result of the mandatory provisions of CALGreen.  
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 Public Outreach and Education: The Public Outreach and Education Program utilizes the County’s 
communication and outreach channels to share utility industry information, facilitate implementation of  
subsidy and assistance programs, and spread energy conservation practices throughout the region. 

Community Climate Action Plan 

While not yet adopted, the County of  Los Angeles released the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County 
Community Climate Action Plan 2020 (CCAP) in July of  2014. The plan addresses the County’s local GHG 
reduction goals for 2020 pursuant to AB 32. The purpose of  the CCAP is to: 1) establish a baseline emissions 
inventory and reduction needed to meet County goals; 2) identify specific actions that will measurably reduce 
GHG emissions consistent with AB 32; 3) establish a framework for implementing state and local level 
actions; and 4) provide a mechanism for ongoing tracking and updates to the CCAP. 

As part of  the CCAP, the County has identified a GHG reduction target of  at least 11 percent below 2010 
levels by 2020. The CCAP identifies 26 local actions to reduce community-wide GHG reductions in 2020 to 
reach the GHG reduction goal for the unincorporated areas of  Los Angeles County (unincorporated areas). 
As identified in the CCAP, the community and statewide actions would reduce GHG emissions in the 
unincorporated areas by more than1.95 MMTCO2e (see Table 5.7-4, Unincorporated Areas CCAP GHG 
Reductions).  

Table 5.7-4 Unincorporated Areas CCAP GHG Reductions 
Parameter GHG Emissions (MTCO2e) 

LA County 2020 forecast 9,055,469 
Target for 2020—at least 11% below 2010 levels 7,104,621 
Total1: Reductions needed to reach interim target (2020 forecast minus 2020 target) 1,950,849 
Total reductions from state level actions 1,571,658 
Total reductions from local programs 380,857 
Total2: GHG reductions achieved by the CCAP (state plus local reductions) 1,952,514 
Exceeds reduction target by (Total2 minus Total1) 1,665 
Source: Los Angeles, County of 2014. Based on the GWPs in IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report. 

Existing Emissions 

The existing land uses within the Project Area includes residential, retail, commercial, agricultural, and 
industrial land uses. These land uses currently generate GHG emissions from mobile sources, natural gas and 
electricity use, water use and generation of  wastewater, solid waste, and area sources (e.g., household 
consumer products, landscaping and agricultural equipment). Table 5.7-5, Existing Antelope Valley Area Plan 
GHG Emissions Inventory, shows the GHG inventory from the existing land uses within the Project Area. 
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Table 5.7-5 Existing Antelope Valley Area Plan GHG Emissions Inventory 

Source 
GHG Emissions MTCO2e/Year 

Existing Percent of Total 
Area1 37,705 5% 
Energy 149,682 18% 
Transportation2 582,391 70% 
Waste 34,928 4% 
Water 73 <1% 
Agriculture3 28,221 3% 

Total All Sectors 833,000 100% 
Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2. 
1 Comprised of emissions from architectural coatings, household consumer products, and landscaping equipment. 
2 Based on 2014vehicle emission rates. 
3 Based on agricultural emissions data provided in the Public Draft Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 2020 (Los Angeles County 

2014). 

 

5.7.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project would have a significant effect on 
the environment with respect to GHG emissions if  it would: 

GHG-1 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment. 

GHG-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of  reducing 
the emissions of  GHGs. 

SCAQMD GHG Significance Thresholds 

SCAQMD has adopted a significance threshold of  10,000 MTCO2e per year for permitted (stationary) 
sources of  GHG emissions for which SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. To provide guidance to local 
lead agencies on determining significance for GHG emissions in their CEQA documents, SCAQMD has 
convened a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group (Working Group). Based on the last 
Working Group meeting held in September 2010 (Meeting No. 15), SCAQMD is proposing to adopt a tiered 
approach for evaluating GHG emissions for development projects where SCAQMD is not the lead agency: 

 Tier 1.If  a project is exempt from CEQA, project-level and cumulative GHG emissions are less than 
significant. 

 Tier 2. If  the project complies with a GHG emissions reduction plan or mitigation program that avoids 
or substantially reduces GHG emissions in the project’s geographic area (i.e., city or county), project-level 
and cumulative GHG emissions are less than significant. 

For projects that are not exempt or where no qualifying GHG reduction plans are directly applicable, 
SCAQMD requires an assessment of  GHG emissions. SCAQMD is proposing a “bright-line” screening-level 
threshold of  3,000 MTCO2e annually for all land use types or the following land-use-specific thresholds: 
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1,400 MTCO2e for commercial projects, 3,500 MTCO2e for residential projects, or 3,000 MTCO2e for mixed-
use projects. This bright-line threshold is based on a review of  the Governor’s Office of  Planning and 
Research database of  CEQA projects. Based on their review of  711 CEQA projects, 90 percent of  CEQA 
projects would exceed the bright-line thresholds identified above. Therefore, projects that do not exceed the 
bright-line threshold would have a nominal, and therefore less than cumulatively considerable impact on 
GHG emissions: 

 Tier 3. If  GHG emissions are less than the screening-level threshold, project-level and cumulative GHG 
emissions are less than significant. 

 Tier 4.If  emissions exceed the screening threshold, a more detailed review of  the project’s GHG 
emissions is warranted. 

SCAQMD has proposed an efficiency target for projects that exceed the screening threshold. The current 
recommended approach is per capita efficiency targets. SCAQMD is not recommending use of  a percent 
emissions reduction target. Instead, SCAQMD proposes a 2020 efficiency target of  4.8 MTCO2e per year per 
service population (MTCO2e/year/SP) for project-level analyses and 6.6 MTCO2e/year/SP for plan level 
projects (e.g., program-level projects such as general plans). The per capita efficiency targets are based on the 
AB 32 GHG reduction target and 2020 GHG emissions inventory prepared for CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan.10 
Because the Proposed Project is an update to the Adopted Area Plan, project emissions are compared to the 
SCAQMD’s plan-level efficiency threshold. However, because the Proposed Project goes beyond year 2020, 
horizon year 2035 emissions are compared to the efficiency threshold of  4.0 MTCO2e/year/SP and post-
2035 emissions are compared to the efficiency threshold of  1.3 MTCO2e/year/SP, which are based on the 
long-term GHG reduction target for 2050 (i.e., 80 percent below 1990 levels) interpolated from Executive 
Order S-03-05. If  projects exceed this per capita efficiency target, GHG emissions would be considered 
potentially significant in the absence of  mitigation measures. 

AVAQMD GHG Significance Thresholds 

The analysis of  the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts follows the guidance and methodologies 
recommended in AVAQMD’s CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines (2011). CEQA allows the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district to be used to 
assess impacts of  a project on air quality. AVAQMD has established GHG thresholds of  significance of  
100,000 (90,718 MTCO2e/year). The thresholds are applied to both construction and operational phases of  
the project regardless of  whether they are stationary or mobile sources, resulting in a conservative estimate of  
GHG emissions impacts of  the Proposed Project. AVAQMD also has a daily threshold of  548,000 lbs/day 
for multi-phased projects with phases shorter than one year. However, this is not applicable to the Proposed 
Project. 

                                                      
10SCAQMD took the 2020 statewide GHG reduction target for land use only GHG emissions sectors and divided it by the 2020 
statewide employment for the land use sectors to derive a per capita GHG efficiency metric that coincides with the GHG reduction 
targets of AB 32 for year 2020. 
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5.7.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
Following is a list of  the goals and policies of  the Proposed Project that are intended to reduce potentially 
significant adverse effects concerning GHG. 

Land Use Element 

Goal LU 5: A land use pattern that decreases greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Policy LU 5.1: Reduce the total amount of  potential development requiring vehicle trips in the 
unincorporated Antelope Valley. 

 Policy LU 5.2: Encourage the continued development of  rural town centers that provide for the daily 
needs of  surrounding residents, reducing the number of  vehicle trips and providing local employment 
opportunities. 

 Policy LU 5.3: Preserve open space areas to provide large contiguous carbon sequestering basins. 

 Policy LU 5.4: Ensure that there is an appropriate balance of  residential uses and employment 
opportunities within close proximity of  each other. 

Mobility Element 

Goal M 1: Land use patterns that promote alternatives to automobile travel. 

 Policy M 1.1: Direct the majority of  unincorporated Antelope Valley’s future growth to rural town center 
areas, rural town areas and where appropriate to economic opportunity areas, to minimize travel time and 
reduce the number of  vehicle trips. 

 Policy M 1.2: Encourage the continued development of  rural town center areas that provide for the daily 
needs of  local residents, reducing the number of  vehicle trips and providing local employment 
opportunities. 

 Policy M 1.3: Encourage new parks, recreation areas, and public facilities to locate to rural town center 
areas and rural town areas. 

 Policy M 1.4: Ensure that new developments have a balanced mix of  residential uses and employment 
opportunities as well as park, recreation areas, and public facilities within close proximity of  each other. 

 Policy M 1.5: Promote alternatives to automobile travel in rural town center areas and rural town areas 
by linking these areas through pedestrian walkways, trails, and bicycle routes. 

Goal M 2: Reduction of  vehicle trips and emissions through effective management of  travel demand, 
transportation systems, and parking. 
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 Policy M 2.1: Encourage the reduction of  home-to-work trips through the promotion of  home-based 
businesses, live-work units, and telecommuting. 

 Policy M 2.2: Encourage trip reduction through promotion of  carpools, vanpools, shuttles, and public 
transit. 

 Policy M 2.3: In evaluating new development proposals, require trip reduction measures to relieve 
congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions. 

 Policy M 2.4: Develop multi-modal transportation systems that offer alternatives to automobile travel by 
implementing the policies regarding regional transportation, local transit, bicycle routes, trails, and 
pedestrian access contained in this Mobility Element. 

 Policy M 2.5: As residential development occurs in communities, require transportation routes, including 
alternatives to automotive transit, to link to important local destination points such as shopping, services, 
employment, and recreation.  

Goal M 6: A range of  transportation options to connect the Antelope Valley to other regions. 

 Policy M 6.4: Support increases in Metrolink commuter rail service, and support the expansion of  
commuter rail service on underutilized rail lines where appropriate. 

 Policy M 6.5: Support the development of  the California High Speed Rail System, with a station in 
Palmdale to provide links to Northern California and other portions of  Southern California, and 
encourage the participation of  private enterprise and capital. 

 Policy M 6.6: Support the development of  a high-speed rail system linking Palmdale to Victorville and 
Las Vegas, and encourage the participation of  private enterprise and capital. 

 Policy M 6.7: Establish a regional transportation hub in Palmdale with feeder transit service to the rural 
areas of  the unincorporated Antelope Valley. 

Goal M 7: Bus service is maintained and enhanced throughout the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy M 7.1: Maintain and increase funding to the Antelope Valley Transit Authority for bus service. 

 Policy M 7.2: Support increases in bus service to heavily traveled areas and public facilities, such as parks 
and libraries. 

 Policy M 7.3: Support increases in bus service to rural communities, linking them to a regional 
transportation hub in Palmdale and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster and Palmdale. 

 Policy M 7.4: Improve access for all people, including seniors, youth, and the disabled, by maintaining 
off-peak service and equipping transit services for wheelchairs and bicycles. 
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 Policy M 7.5: Encourage the use of  advanced technologies in the planning and operation of  the transit 
system. 

Goal M 8: Alternative transit options in areas not reached by bus service. 

 Policy M 8.1: Support the expansion of  dial-a-ride services to rural communities, linking them to a 
regional transportation hub in Palmdale and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster and 
Palmdale. 

 Policy M 8.2: Evaluate the feasibility of  alternative transit options, such as community shuttle services 
and privately operated transit, to increase accessibility. 

Goal M 9: A unified and well-maintained bicycle transportation system throughout the Antelope Valley with 
safe and convenient routes for commuting, recreation, and daily travel. 

 Policy M 9.1: Implement the adopted Bikeway Plan for the Antelope Valley in cooperation with the 
cities of  Lancaster and Palmdale. Ensure adequate funding on an ongoing basis. 

 Policy M 9.2: Along streets and highways in rural areas, add safe bicycle routes that link to public 
facilities, a regional transportation hub in Palmdale, and shopping and employment centers in Lancaster 
and Palmdale. 

 Policy M 9.3: Ensure that bikeways and bicycle routes connect communities and offer alternative travel 
modes within communities. 

 Policy M 9.4: Encourage provision of  bicycle racks and other equipment and facilities to support the use 
of  bicycles as an alternative means of  travel. 

Goal M 11: A continuous, integrated system of  safe and attractive pedestrian routes linking residents to rural 
town center areas, schools, services, transit, parks, and open space areas. 

 Policy M 11.1: Improve existing pedestrian routes and create new pedestrian routes, where appropriate 
and feasible. If  paving is deemed necessary, require permeable paving consistent with rural community 
character instead of  concrete sidewalks. 

 Policy M 11.2: Within rural town center areas, require that highways and streets provide pleasant 
pedestrian environments and implement traffic calming methods to increase public safety for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and equestrian riders. 

 Policy M 11.3: Within rural town center areas, promote pedestrian-oriented scale and design features, 
including public plazas, directional signage, and community bulletin boards. 
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 Policy M 11.4: Within rural town center areas, encourage parking to be located behind or beside 
structures, with primary building entries facing the street. Encourage also the provision of  direct and 
clearly delineated pedestrian walkways from transit stops and parking areas to building entries. 

 Policy M 11.5: Implement traffic calming methods in areas with high pedestrian usage, such as school 
zones. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal COS 2: Effective conservation measures provide an adequate supply of  clean water to meet the present 
and future needs of  humans and natural ecosystems. 

 Policy COS 2.1: Require new landscaping to comply with applicable water efficiency requirements in the 
County Code. 

 Policy COS 2.2: Require low-flow plumbing fixtures in all new developments. 

 Policy COS 2.3: Require onsite stormwater infiltration in all new developments through the use of  
appropriate measures, such as permeable surface coverage, permeable paving of  parking and pedestrian 
areas, catch basins, and other low impact development strategies.  

 Policy COS 2.4: Discourage water intensive recreational uses, such as golf  courses, unless recycled water 
is used to sustain these uses.  

 Policy COS 2.5: Discourage the use of  potable water for washing outdoor surfaces.  

 Policy COS 2.6: Support experiments in alternate forms of  water provision and re-use, such as “air to 
water technology” and gray water systems.  

 Policy COS 2.7: Limit use of  groundwater sources to their safe yield limits.  

 Policy COS 2.8: Coordinate with federal, state, regional and local agencies to develop and implement 
new technologies in water management.  

Goal COS 7: Farming practices are sustainable, balancing economic benefits with water and biological 
resource management priorities, and minimize greenhouse gas emissions and water pollution. 

 Policy COS 7.1: Promote agricultural uses which sequester carbon and fix nitrogen.  

 Policy COS 7.2: Support the use of  alternative and renewable energy systems in conjunction with 
agricultural activities.  

Goal COS 9: Improved air quality in the Antelope Valley. 
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 Policy COS 9.1: Implement land use patterns that reduce the number of  vehicle trips, reducing potential 
air pollution, as directed in the policies of  the Land Use Element. 

 Policy COS 9.2: Develop multi-modal transportation systems that offer alternatives to automobile travel 
to reduce the number of  vehicle trips, including regional transportation, local transit, bicycle routes, trails, 
and pedestrian networks, as directed in the policies of  the Mobility Element. 

 Policy COS 9.3: In evaluating new development proposals, consider requiring trip reduction measures to 
relieve congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions. 

 Policy COS 9.4: Promote recycling and composting throughout the Antelope Valley to reduce air quality 
impacts from waste disposal activities and landfill operations. 

 Policy COS 9.5: Encourage use of  alternative fuel vehicles throughout the Antelope Valley. 

 Policy COS 9.6: Educate Antelope Valley industries about new, less polluting equipment, and promote 
incentives for industries to use such equipment. 

 Policy COS 9.7: Encourage reforestation and the planting of  trees to sequester greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

 Policy COS 9.8: Coordinate with the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District and other local, 
regional, state, and federal agencies to develop and implement regional air quality policies and programs. 

Goal COS 10: Diverse energy systems that utilize existing renewable or waste resources to meet future energy 
demands.  

 Policy COS 10.3: Encourage the safe and orderly development of  biomass conversion facilities as an 
alternative to burning agricultural wastes.  

 Policy COS 10.4: Promote methane recapture in landfills to generate energy and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

 Policy COS 10.5: Encourage the development of  emerging energy technologies, such as “solar roads.”  

 Policy COS 10.6: Encourage the development of  Conversion Technologies such as anaerobic digestion 
and gasification for converting post recycled residual waste into renewable fuels and energy. 

Goal COS 11: Energy systems for use in public facilities that reduce consumption of  non-renewable 
resources while maintaining public safety. 

 Policy COS 11.1: Promote energy retrofits of  existing public facilities throughout the County to 
complement and reduce dependence upon utility-scale renewable energy production facilities, such as 
solar facilities, in the Antelope Valley.  
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 Policy COS 11.2: Promote the use of  solar-powered lighting for highways, streets, and public facilities, 
including parks and trails.  

 Policy COS 11.3: Promote the use of  renewable energy systems in public facilities, such as hospitals, 
libraries, and schools, to ensure access to power in the case of  major disasters.  

Goal COS 12: Individual energy systems for onsite use that reduce consumption of  non-renewable resources 
and dependence on utility-scale energy production facilities. 

 Policy COS 12.1: Promote the use of  individual renewable energy systems throughout the County to 
complement and reduce dependence upon utility-scale renewable energy facilities, such as solar facilities, 
in the Antelope Valley.  

 Policy COS 12.2: Require appropriate development standards for individual renewable energy systems to 
minimize potential impacts to surrounding properties. Simplify the permitting process for individual 
renewable energy systems that meet these development standards.  

Goals COS 15: Humans and wildlife enjoy beautiful dark Antelope Valley skies unimpeded by light pollution. 

 Policy COS 15.1: Ensure that outdoor lighting, including street lighting, is provided at the lowest 
possible level while maintaining safety.  

 Policy COS 15.2: Prohibit continuous all-night outdoor lighting in rural areas, unless required for land 
uses with unique security concerns, such as fire stations, hospitals, and prisons.  

 Policy COS 15.3: Replace outdated, obtrusive, and inefficient light fixtures with fixtures that meet dark 
sky and energy efficiency objectives.  

 Policy COS 15.4: Require compliance with the provisions of  the Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
throughout the unincorporated Antelope Valley.  

Goal COS 17: Buildings are sustainable, conserving energy, water, and other resources, and limiting 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

 Policy COS 17.1: Require green building techniques for the construction and operation of  all public and 
private buildings in the unincorporated Antelope Valley.  

 Policy COS 17.2: Require that new buildings be sited and designed in a manner that maximizes efficient 
use of  natural resources, such as air and light, to reduce energy consumption, heat profiles, and 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

 Policy COS 17.3: Promote energy retrofits of  existing buildings.  
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 Policy COS 17.4: Promote the use of  individual renewable energy systems and require appropriate 
development standards for such systems to minimize potential impacts to surrounding properties. 
Simplify the permitting process for individual renewable energy systems that meet these development 
standards.  

 Policy COS 17.5: Protect active and passive solar design elements and systems from shading by 
neighboring structures and trees through appropriate development standards.  

 Policy COS 17.6: Require new landscaping to comply with applicable water efficiency requirements in 
the County Code.  

 Policy COS 17.7: Require low-flow plumbing fixtures in all new developments.  

 Policy COS 17.8: Require onsite stormwater infiltration in all new developments through use of  
appropriate measures, such as permeable surface coverage, permeable paving of  parking and pedestrian 
areas, catch basins, and other low impact development strategies.  

 Policy COS 17.9: Require reduction, reuse, and recycling of  construction and demolition debris.  

Economic Development Element 

Renewable Energy 

 Policy ED 1.10: Promote small-scale, household based renewable energy systems to enable Antelope 
Valley residents to become energy independent 

 Policy ED 1.11: Encourage the development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects at appropriate 
locations and with appropriate standards to ensure that any negative impacts to local residents are 
sufficiently mitigated.  

 Policy ED 1.12: Adopt regulations that ensure that local residents receive a fair share of  the benefits of  
utility-scale renewable energy projects that are commensurate to their impacts.  

 Policy ED 1.13: Ensure early discussions with Edwards Air Force Base and U.S. Air Force Plant 42 
regarding new industries, such as utility-scale renewable energy production facilities, to limit potential 
impacts on mission capabilities.  

5.7.4 Environmental Impacts 
The analysis in this section is based on buildout of  the proposed land use plan as modeled using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2., for the following sectors: 

 Transportation: GHG emissions are based on the trip generation and VMT data provided by Fehr & 
Peers). 
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 Solid Waste Disposal: Indirect emissions from waste generation include fugitive GHG emissions 
associated with landfill operations and activities. 

 Water/Wastewater: GHG emissions from electricity used to supply water, treat water, distribute water, 
and then treated wastewater.  

 Area Sources: GHG emissions are from use of  fireplaces and landscaping equipment used for property 
maintenance. The specific emissions from individual permitted facilities are not included. For purposes 
of  this analysis, it is assumed that all residential units contain wood stoves and wood burning fireplaces.  

 Energy: GHG emissions from use of  electricity and natural gas by residential and non-residential land 
uses. For purposes of  this analysis, existing uses are assumed to meet the 2005 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards and therefore the historic energy rates in CalEEMod are applied for these uses. New 
buildings are assumed to comply with the 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency. Standards, which are 25 
and 30 percent more energy efficient for residential and nonresidential buildings, respectively, than the 
2008 standards. This analysis assumes new buildings of  all land use types exceed the 2008 standards by 25 
percent. 

 Agriculture: GHG emissions are based on data provided in the CCAP. 

Life cycle emissions are not included in this analysis because not enough information is available for the 
Proposed Project, and therefore life cycle GHG emissions would be speculative.11Additionally, construction 
emissions related to buildout of  developments accommodated under the Proposed Project are also not 
included in the inventory.  

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance for which the NOP disclosed potentially 
significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.7-1 Buildout of the Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions 
compared to existing conditions and would also not meet the long-term GHG reduction goal 
under Executive Order S-03-05. [Threshold GHG-1] 

Impact Analysis: Development under the Proposed Project would contribute to global climate change 
through direct and indirect emissions of  GHG from land uses within the Project Area. 

                                                      
11Life cycle emissions include indirect emissions associated with materials manufacture. However, these indirect emissions involve 
numerous parties, each of which is responsible for GHG emissions of their particular activity. The California Resources Agency, in 
adopting the CEQA Guidelines Amendments on GHG emissions found that lifecycle analyses was not warranted for project-specific 
CEQA analysis in most situations, for a variety of reasons, including lack of control over some sources, and the possibility of double-
counting emissions (see Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, December 2009). Because the amount of materials 
consumed during the operation or construction of the Proposed Project is not known, the origin of the raw materials purchased is not 
known, and manufacturing information for those raw materials are also not known, calculation of life cycle emissions would be 
speculative. A life-cycle analysis is not warranted (OPR 2008). 
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Proposed Area Plan  

The increase in GHG emissions is based on the difference between existing land uses and land uses 
associated with theoretical buildout of  the Proposed Project. The community-wide GHG emissions 
inventory for the Project Area at buildout (post-2035) compared to existing conditions is included in 
Table 5.7-6, Buildout GHG Emissions Inventory Antelope Valley Area Plan. The buildout inventory includes 
reductions from federal and state measures identified in CARB’s Scoping Plan, including the Pavley fuel 
efficiency standards, and LCFS for fuel use (transportation and off-road). In addition, it is likely that new 
federal and state programs would be adopted, resulting in further GHG reductions post-2035. 

Table 5.7-6 Buildout GHG Emissions Inventory for the Antelope Valley Area Plan 

Source 

GHG Emissions MTCO2e/Year: 2035 

Existing 
Antelope Valley Area 

Plan 
Net Change from 

Existing Percent Change 
Area1 37,705 161,804 124,098 329% 
Energy2 149,682 921,747 772,065 516% 
Transportation3 582,391 1,645,255 1,062,864 183% 
Waste 34,928 151,462 116,534 334% 
Water 73 219 146 200% 
Agriculture4 28,221 20,615 -7,606 -27% 
Total All Sectors 833,000 2,901,101 2,068,101 248% 
Per Service Population (SP)5 125,328 536,761 NA 328% 
Project Efficiency (MTCO2e/SP) 6.65 5.40 -1.25 -19% 
SCAQMD Efficiency Metric 2035 Target 
(MTCO2e/SP) — 4.0 — — 

Exceeds Efficiency Metric NA Yes NA NA 
AVAQMD Threshold (MTCO2e/Yr) — — 90,718  NA 
Exceeds Threshold? NA NA Yes NA 
Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2.  
1 Comprised of emissions from architectural coatings, household consumer products, and landscaping equipment. 
2 For purposes of this GHG analysis, buildings on proposed land uses are assumed to comply with the 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency. Standards, which are 25 

and 30 percent more energy efficient for residential and nonresidential buildings, respectively, than the 2008 standards. This analysis assumes new buildings of all 
land use types exceed the 2008 standards by 25 percent. Includes water efficiency improvements required under CALGreen. 

3 Based on 2035 transportation emission rates. 
4 Based on agricultural emissions data provided in the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 2020 (Los Angeles County 2014). 
5 Service population based on:  
 Existing – 93,490 residents and 31,838 employees within the Proposed Project boundaries. 
 Future – 405,410 residents and 134,351 employees within the Proposed Project boundaries. 

 

As shown in this table, the net increase in GHG emissions of  2,068,101 MTCO2e from Project-related 
operational activities would exceed SCAQMD’s draft bright-line screening threshold of  3,000 MTCO2e for all 
land use types in addition to the AVAQMD’s threshold of  90,718 MTCO2e (100,000 tons). The increase in 
overall land uses within the specific plan boundary is the primary factor for the increase in overall GHG 
emissions. Under the Proposed Project, total service population would increase by 328 percent over existing 
conditions. In addition to the operation phase emissions, construction of  new developments accommodated 
by the Proposed Project would further increase the overall net emissions inventory. 
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Although the Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions in the Project Area, it 
would also result in a 19 percent decrease in GHG emissions per person. The GHG emissions per capita rate 
would decrease from 6.65 MTCO2e/year/SP to 5.40 MTCO2e/year/SP. However, although implementation 
of  the Proposed Project would result in a slight decrease in GHG emissions per capita, it would not meet the 
SCAQMD Year 2035 Target efficiency metric of  4.0 MTCO2e/year/SP or the target identified in Executive 
Order S-03-05, which would equate to 1.3 MTCO2e/SP by 2050. Additional state and local actions are 
necessary to achieve the post-2020 GHG reduction goals for the State. CARB has released an update to the 
2008 Scoping Plan to identify a path for the State to achieve additional GHG reductions. However, at this 
time, no additional GHG reductions programs have been outlined that get the State to the post-2020 targets 
identified in Executive Order S-03-05, which are an 80 percent reduction in 1990 emissions by 2050. As 
identified by the California Council on Science and Technology, the State cannot meet the 2050 goal without 
major advances in technology (CCST 2012). Therefore, the Project’s cumulative contribution to the long-term 
GHG emissions in the state would be considered substantial and potentially significant.  

Impact 5.7-2 Implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan, 
the CCAP, or SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS. [Threshold GHG-2] 

Impact Analysis: The following plans have been adopted or are proposed and are applicable for 
development in the Project Area. 

CARB Scoping Plan 

In accordance with AB 32, CARB developed the Scoping Plan to outline the State’s strategy to achieve 1990 
level emissions by year 2020. To estimate the reductions necessary, CARB projected statewide 2020 BAU 
GHG emissions and identified that the State as a whole would be required to reduce GHG emissions by 
28.5 percent from year 2020 BAU to achieve the targets of  AB 32 (CARB 2008). Since release of  the 2008 
Scoping Plan, CARB has updated the 2020 GHG BAU forecast to reflect GHG emissions in light of  the 
economic downturn and measures not previously considered in the 2008 Scoping Plan baseline inventory. 
The revised BAU 2020 forecast shows that the State would have to reduce GHG emissions by 21.6 percent 
from BAU without Pavley and the 33 percent RPS or 15.7 percent from the adjusted baseline (i.e., with Pavley 
and 33 percent RPS) (CARB 2012c). 

Since adoption of  the 2008 Scoping Plan, state agencies have adopted programs identified in the plan, and 
the legislature has passed additional legislation to achieve the GHG reduction targets. Statewide strategies to 
reduce GHG emissions include the LCFS and changes in the corporate average fuel economy standards (e.g., 
Pavley I and 2017–2025 CAFE standards), California Appliance Energy Efficiency regulations, California 
Building Standards (i.e., CALGreen and the 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards), and 33 percent 
RPS. The GHG emissions in Table5.7-7 include reductions associated with the Pavley fuel efficiency 
improvements (adopted in 2009) and these other statewide measures. Projects within the Project Area would 
be required to adhere to the following programs and regulations identified by the Scoping Plan and 
implemented by state, regional, and local agencies to achieve the statewide GHG reduction goals of  
AB 32.Therefore, growth under the Proposed Project would not conflict with the Scoping Plan and impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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CCAP 

The County is in the process of  drafting and adopting a CCAP along with the General Plan Update 
(Proposed General Plan). Although not yet adopted, the proposed CCAP identifies and evaluates feasible and 
effective policies to reduce GHG emissions in order to reduce energy costs, protect air quality, and improve 
the economy and the environment. The policies identified in the proposed CCAP represent the County’s 
actions to achieve the GHG reduction targets of  AB 32 for target year 2020 and would be applicable to 
future projects in the Project Area if  the proposed CCAP is adopted. A consistency analysis with the goals 
and actions of  the Proposed Project to the community actions in the proposed CCAP is shown in 
Table 5.7-7, Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan. 

Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
# Measure Consistency 

BE-1 Green Building Development. Promote and incentivize at 
least Tier 1 voluntary standards within CALGreen for all new 
residential and nonresidential buildings. Develop a heat 
island reduction plan and facilitate green building 
development by removing regulatory and procedural 
barriers. 

Consistent: The 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards 
are the current energy standards for new residential and non-
residential buildings in the Project Area. The 2013 Standards are 
approximately 25 percent more energy efficient than the 2008 
Standards for residential buildings and 30 percent more energy 
efficient for non-residential buildings than the 2008 Standards. The 
2008 Standards are approximately 15 percent more energy efficient 
than the 2005 Standards. The CEC is on a path toward net-zero-
energy buildings. Throughout the buildout of the Proposed Project, 
future cycle updates to the Building and Energy Efficiency 
Standards would have increasingly more stringent energy 
standards, such that zero energy buildings may be likely in the 
lifetime of the Proposed Project buildout. 
Sustainable practices are integrated throughout the Proposed 
Project, such as energy efficient design (e.g., optimizing the solar 
orientation of buildings to maximize passive and active solar design 
techniques). 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 12.1, COS 17.1, 
COS 17.2, COS 17.4, COS 17.5, and ED 1.10. 

BE-2 Energy Efficiency Programs. Conduct energy efficiency 
retrofits for at least 25% of existing commercial buildings 
over 50,000 square feet and at least 5%of existing single 
family residential buildings. 

Consistent: As identified above, the CEC is on a path toward zero-
net-energy buildings for new construction in California. As a result, 
local programs that focus on incentives for energy retrofits for 
existing buildings will play an increasingly important role in local 
GHG reduction strategies. Several existing energy retrofit programs 
are available for the Project Area residents and businesses from 
SCE. In addition, there are several financing options for residents 
and business, including the Los Angeles Commercial Building 
Performance Partnership, the Affordable Multifamily Rental Housing 
Program and Home Improvement Program, and Energy Update 
California. 
The Proposed Project includes policies promoting energy efficient 
retrofits to public facilities and residential units. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 11.1, COS 15.3, 
COS 17.3, and COS 17.4. 
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Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
BE-3 Solar Installations. Promote and incentivize solar 

installations for new and existing homes, commercial 
buildings, carports and parking areas, water heaters, and 
warehouses. 

Consistent: The current Building and Energy Efficiency Standards 
do not mandate that new homes have solar panels. Solar power is 
only viable as an energy alternative in areas where there is 
sufficient solar reflection (e.g., enough sunlight). While the current 
Building Standards do not require solar panels be installed, they 
require that new buildings be constructed to accommodate the 
rooftop load and wiring necessary to support solar panels. A list of 
solar installations in the County can be found at the following 
website: http://solarmap.lacounty.gov/. The Proposed Project 
includes multiple policies that promote solar installations. 
Applicable Proposed Plan Policies: COS 10.5, COS 11.2, COS 
11.3, COS 12.1, COS 12.2, COS 17.4, and COS 17.5 

BE-4 Alternative Renewable Energy Programs. Implement 
pilot projects for currently feasible wind, geothermal, and 
other forms of alternative renewable energy. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes various goals and 
policies that promote installation of alternative renewable energy 
such as creation of biomass conversion facilities as an alternative to 
burning agricultural waste and development of utility-scale 
renewable energy projects. Additionally, the County of Los Angeles 
is a participant in the Statewide Renewable Energy Transmission 
Initiative (RETI), which identifies sites that are suitable for various 
types of renewable energy sources, including geothermal, solar, 
wind and biomass. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 7.2, COS 10.3, COS 
10.4, COS 10.5, COS 10.6, COS 11.1, COS 11.3, COS 12.1, COS 
12.2, COS 17.4, ED 1.10, and ED 1.11. 

BE-5 Wastewater Treatment Plant. Biogas. Encourage 
renewable biogas projects. 

Consistent: Various rules and regulations require wastewater 
treatment plant operators to capture the biogas generated from the 
treatment of wastewater. The captured methane is routinely used to 
offset non‐renewable energy use by installing biogas to energy 
projects when economically feasible. For example, the Sanitation 
Districts, which are not County departments, have installed a 
250-kilowatt microturbine at the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 
fueled by digester gas. Sanitation Districts also operate a 
35-megawatt biogas turbine combined-cycle power-generating 
facility at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant in Carson. The 
system provides 95 percent of plant power needs, reducing GHG 
emissions. The County supports ongoing biogas projects by the 
Sanitation Districts. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: None. 

BE-6 Energy Efficiency Retrofits of Wastewater Equipment. 
Encourage the upgrade and replacement of wastewater 
treatment and pumping equipment. 

Consistent: Replacement of equipment slated for retirement with 
more energy‐efficient equipment, as well as utilization of best 
management practices would reduce equipment energy 
consumption. The Sanitation Districts are actively engaged in 
pursuing energy efficiency projects at regional wastewater 
treatment facilities throughout the County.  
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 11.1 
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Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
BE-7 Landfill Biogas. Partner with the owners and operators of 

landfills with at least 250,000 tons of waste‐in‐place to 
identify incentives to capture and clean landfill gas to 
beneficially use the biogas to generate electricity, produce 
biofuels, or otherwise offset natural gas or other fossil fuels. 

Consistent: Waste generated within the Project Area is disposed of 
in landfills operated by the Sanitation Districts. Currently, all landfills 
serving the Project Area with at least 250,000 tons of 
waste‐in‐place have installed methane capture systems. Methane 
captured by these systems can be used to generate electricity. For 
example, Puente Hills Landfill Gas‐to‐Energy Facility provides 
enough electricity to power about 70,000 homes in the County. 
Similar facilities have also been implemented by the Sanitation 
Districts at the Calabasas Landfill and Spadra Landfill. Additionally, 
a gas‐to‐energy facility is operational at the Chiquita Canyon 
Landfill, and construction of such a facility is underway at the 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Under Policy COS 10.4 and COS 10.6, 
the County would coordinate with the Sanitation Districts to further 
this goal. 
Applicable Proposed General Plan Update Policies: COS 10.4 
and COS 10.6 

LUT-1 Bicycle Programs and Supporting Facilities. Construct 
and improve bicycle infrastructure to increase biking and 
bicyclist access to transit and transit stations/hubs. Increase 
bicycle parking and “end-of-trip” facilities offered through the 
unincorporated County. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project contains various policies that 
promote the bicycle use such as implementation of the adopted 
Bikeway Plan for Antelope Valley and through the creation of linkages 
between rural town center areas and rural towns. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 1.5, M 2.4, M 2.5, M 
7.4, M 9.1, M 9.2, M 9.3, M 9.4, and COS 9.2. 

LUT-2 Pedestrian Network. Construct and improve pedestrian 
infrastructure to increase walking and pedestrian access to 
transit and transit stations/hubs. Program the construction 
of pedestrian projects toward the goal of completing 
15,000 linear feet of pedestrian improvements/amenities per 
year. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes a various policies in 
improving the pedestrian network such as the creation of more 
pedestrian routes linking residential land uses to rural town center 
areas, schools, services, transit, and other amenities and 
implementation of traffic calming designs for areas of high 
pedestrian usage to increase safety. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 1.5, M 2.4, M 11.1, M 
11.2, M 11.3, M 11.4, M 11.5, and COS 9.2. 

LUT-3 Transit Expansion. Collaborate with the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) on a 
transit program that prioritizes transit by creating bus priority 
lanes, improving transit facilities, reducing transit‐passenger 
time, and providing bicycle parking near transit stations. 
Construct and improve bicycle, pedestrian and transit 
infrastructure to increase bicyclist and pedestrian access to 
transit and transit stations/hubs. 

Consistent: The Project Area is served by the Metrolink Antelope 
Valley Line which provides connection to the rest of the greater Los 
Angeles area. The local bus service is provided by the Antelope 
Valley Transit Authority.  
The Proposed Project includes various policies in improving and 
increasing access to public transit such as increase bus service to 
rural areas and linking those areas to a regional transportation hub 
in the City of Palmdale.  
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 6.4, M 7.1 through 7.5, 
M 9.1 through 9.4, and M 11.1 through 11.5. 

LUT-4 Travel Demand Management. Encourage ride‐ and 
bike‐sharing programs and employer sponsored vanpools 
and shuttles. Encourage market‐based bike sharing 
programs that support bicycle use around and between 
transit stations/hubs. Implement marketing strategies to 
publicize these programs and reduce commute trips. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes policies to increase 
transit availability, car and van pooling, reduction of parking 
requirements, and telecommuting. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 1.1, M 1.2, M 1.3, M 
1.4, M 1.5, M 2.1, M 2.2, M 2.3, M 2.4, M 2.5, and M 2.6. 

LUT-5 Car‐Sharing Program. Implement a car‐sharing program 
to allow people to have on demand access to a shared fleet 
of vehicles. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project promotes creation of carpooling, 
vanpooling, and shuttle programs. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 2.2 and M 8.2 
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Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
LUT-6 Land Use Design and Density. Promote sustainability in 

land use design, including diversity of urban and suburban 
developments. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes policies directing 
growth within the Project Area to the rural town center areas and 
rural towns ensuring the development of a mix of land uses and 
services that meet the needs of the local populace. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: All policies within Goals 
LU 1, LU 2, LU 4, LU 5, and LU 6; Policies M 1.1, M 1.2, M 1.4, and 
M 1.5 

LUT-7 Transportation Signal Synchronization Program. 
Improve the network of traffic signals on the major streets 
throughout Los Angeles County. 

Consistent: The Transportation Signal Synchronization Program 
(TSSP) implements innovative, low‐cost operational improvements 
to the network of traffic signals on the major streets throughout Los 
Angeles County. Upgrading traffic signals improves mobility on 
congested roadways and reduces GHG emissions through reduced 
vehicle idle time. The County would continue implementation of its 
TSSP with a goal of completing 38 additional routes (16 new and 22 
to be redone) between 2010 and 2020, which may include major 
streets within the Project Area. 
A policy included in the Proposed Project calls for implementation of 
highway improvements when necessitated by increased traffic or 
new development. Future traffic studies would determine the 
necessity of traffic signalization. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 3.3 and M 3.5 

LUT-8 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure. Install 500 electric vehicle 
(EV) charging facilities at County owned public venues 
(e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand‐alone parking facilities, 
cultural institutions, and other facilities) and ensure that at 
least one‐third of these charging stations will be available 
for visitor use. 

Consistent: The County has established a goal to install 
500 electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities at County ‐ow   
venues (e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand ‐alone   
cultural institutions, and other facilities) and ensure that at least 
one ‐third of these charging stations would be available for visitor 
use. Expanding the number of EV charging opportunities for the 
public would help the County meet and exceed future projections 
for anticipated plug ‐in electric v    The 
County encourages the use of sustainable transportation facilities 
and infrastructure technologies, such as liquid and compressed 
natural gas, and hydrogen gas stations, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), and electric car plug-in ports. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 9.5 

LUT-9 Idling Reduction Goal. Encourage idling limits of 3 minutes 
for heavy-duty construction equipment, as feasible within 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

Consistent: The current idling limit adopted by CARB and local air 
district regulations is 5 minutes.  
The Proposed Project includes a policy that calls for coordination 
with the AVAQMD and other agencies such as SCAQMD in 
developing and implementing regional air quality policies and 
programs. Coordination between the County and these agencies 
can include creation of a program or rule reducing the idling 
duration of heavy-duty construction equipment to three minutes or 
less. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 9.8 



A N T E L O P E  V A L L E Y  A R E A  P L A N  D R A F T  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  L O S  A N G E L E S  

5. Environmental Analysis 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

August 2014 Page 5.7-31 

Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
LUT-10 Efficient Goods Movement. Support regional efforts to 

maximize the efficiency of the goods movement system 
throughout the unincorporated areas. 

Consistent: While this measure is not directly applicable to the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan, the ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles are heavily investing in infrastructure to handle a projected 
doubling of container volumes. However, the ports have also been 
identified as one of the largest sources of air pollution in the region. 
In addition, terminal operations and supporting infrastructure are 
consumptive land uses and are often characterized as having 
heavily polluting activities. The ports have created a Clean Air 
Action Plan in conjunction with the EPA, CARB, and SCAQMD to 
reduce emissions related to port operations. SCAG’s 2012 
RTP/SCS also includes strategies to address goods movement, 
including the Regional Clean Freight Corridor System, East-West 
Freight Corridor, and bottleneck relief strategies for trucks on the 
freeway/ramps. The County supports these regional efforts. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 5.1, M 5.2, M 6.2, M 
6.3, ED 1.4 and ED 1.6 

LUT-11 Sustainable Pavements Program. Reduce energy 
consumption and waste generation associated with 
pavement maintenance and rehabilitation. 

Consistent: The Sustainable Pavements Program maintains and 
rehabilitates aging roadways throughout the County. The program 
uses a three‐pronged sustainable approach where 1) roads in good 
condition are actively maintained, 2) recycled materials are used in 
treatment selections, and 3) existing materials are reutilized for 
reconstruction projects. These actions reduce GHG emissions 
through vehicle fuel savings and materials reduction.  
The Proposed Project includes a policy that requires designated 
truck routes to be designed and constructed in a manner to prevent 
excessive pavement deterioration from truck use.  
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: M 5.3  

LUT-12 Electrify Construction and Landscaping Equipment. 
Utilize electric equipment wherever feasible for construction 
projects. Reduce the use of gas‐powered landscaping 
equipment. 

Consistent: Pursuant to the California Building Code (Title 24), 
buildings are now required to include electrical outlets on the 
exterior of buildings to support the use of electric landscaping 
equipment. SCAQMD also implements a lawnmower exchange 
program so that residents in Los Angeles County can exchange gas 
lawnmowers for electric lawnmowers. The Proposed Project 
includes a policy in educating industries within the Project Area 
about new, less-polluting equipment and creation of incentives for 
use of such equipment. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 9.6 

WAW-1 Per Capita Water Use Reduction Goal. Meet the State 
established per capita water use reduction goal, as 
identified by SB X7-7 for 2020. 

Consistent: The County Board of Supervisors adopted a 
Countywide Water Supply and Conservation Alert resolution (2008), 
which urges residents, businesses, and water purveyors to intensify 
water conservation efforts and directs all County departments to 
implement measures to achieve a 15 to 20 percent reduction in 
overall water demand. The Proposed Project include policies that 
would contribute in conservation of water such as requiring 
compliance with water efficiency requirements in the County Code 
and discouraging water intensive recreational uses (e.g., golf 
courses). 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 2.1 through 2.8, 
COS 17.7 
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Table 5.7-7 Consistency with the Unincorporated Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan 
WAW-2 Recycled Water Use, Water Supply Improvement 

Programs, and Storm Water Runoff. Promote the use of 
wastewater and gray water to be used for agricultural, 
industrial, and irrigation purposes. Manage stormwater, 
reduce potential treatment, and protect local groundwater 
supplies. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes policies that promote 
use of recycled water for agricultural and industrial uses, renewable 
energy production facilities, and water intensive recreation uses 
such as golf courses. In addition, the Proposed Project also 
includes polices that limits the amount of potential development in 
groundwater recharge areas. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 1.3, 1.4, COS 2.3, 
COS 2.6, COS 2.7, COS 3.1, COS 3.2, COS 3.3, COS 3.5, COS 
4.4, COS 7.4, COS 13.4, and COS 17.8 

SW-1 Waste Diversion Goal. For the County’s unincorporated 
areas, adopt a waste diversion goal to comply with all state 
mandates associated with diverting from landfill disposal at 
least 75% of the waste by 2020. 

Consistent: The County has the largest solid waste management 
system in the country. There are seven major solid waste landfills, 
four minor solid waste landfills, and two waste-to-energy facilities. 
The County’s Department of Public Works is responsible for 
preparing and administering an integrated waste management plan 
that achieves the statewide waste diversion goals of Assembly 
Bill 939. The County’s comprehensive waste collection and 
recycling system is designed to reduce the amount of trash that is 
sent to regional landfills. This system incorporates a variety of 
programs that collectively divert over 50 percent of the waste 
generated in Los Angeles County.  
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 17.9 

LC-1 Develop Urban Forests. Support and expand urban forest 
programs within the unincorporated areas. 

Consistent: The land uses developed under the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with the current rural character of the Project 
Area. However, aimed at improving air quality, the Proposed Project 
includes a policy encouraging reforestation and planting of trees. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 9.7 

LC-2 Create New Vegetated Open Space. Restore and 
re‐vegetate previously disturbed land and/or unused urban 
and suburban areas. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes a policy that 
encourages reforestation and planting of trees to sequester GHG 
emissions. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 9.7 

LC-3 Promote the Sale of Locally Grown Foods and/or 
Products. Establish local farmers markets and support 
locally grown food. 

Consistent: The Proposed Project includes policies to support 
farmers markets, farm stands, and community-supported 
agriculture. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: COS 6.3, COS 6.4, and 
COS 6.5 

LC-4 Protect Conservation Areas. Encourage the protection of 
existing land conservation areas. 

Consistent: Forested, oak woodland, hillsides, ridgelines, wetland 
areas, and some community parks and open spaces can provide 
carbon sink benefits by sequestering atmospheric CO2. 
Conservation areas can also provide a diverse suite of community 
benefits, including recreation, economic, and aesthetics. The 
Proposed Project includes policies that promote conservation of 
these types of areas within its boundaries. 
Applicable Proposed Project Policies: LU 5.3, All policies within 
Goals COS 4 

Source: County of Los Angeles, 2014. 
 

As identified in the table above, the Proposed Project would include goals and policies that are overall 
consistent with the CCAP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with the CCAP and impacts 
are considered less than significant. 
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SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS 

SCAG adopted its 2012 RTP/SCS on April 4, 2012, pursuant to the requirements of  SB 375. SCAG’s 
RTP/SCS is a regional growth management strategy that targets per capita GHG reduction from passenger 
vehicles and light duty trucks in the Southern California region. The 2012 RTP/SCS also incorporates local 
land use projections and circulation networks in the cities’ and counties’ general plans. The projected regional 
development pattern—including the location of  land uses and residential densities in local general plans—
when integrated with the proposed regional transportation network in the 2012 RTP/SCS, would reduce per 
capita vehicular travel-related GHG emissions and achieve the subregional GHG reduction per capita targets 
for the SCAG region, which are an 8 percent per capita reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2020 
and a 13 percent per capita reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2035.  

The Proposed Project contains various goals and policies to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. 
Under the Proposed Project, overall growth would be directed towards rural town center areas and rural 
towns (see Policies LU 1.1, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.4). Development of  a balanced mix of  uses and services that would 
accommodate the local populace would be emphasized. In addition, the Proposed Project includes policies 
that focus on improving the pedestrian and biking networks (e.g., Policies M 9.1 through M 9.4 and M 11.1 
through M 11.4) in addition to providing better and increased access to public transit options (e.g., Policies M 
6.4, M 7.1, and M 7.3). Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, includes a consistency analysis with SCAG’s 
RTP/SCS (see Table 5.10-2, Consistency with SCAG’s 2012–2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Goals). As identified in Table 5.10-2, the Proposed Project would be consistent with 
applicable RTP/SCS goals and impacts are considered less than significant. 

5.7.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Climate change is a global phenomenon that is cumulative by nature, as it is the result of  combined 
worldwide contributions of  GHGs to the atmosphere over many years. Therefore, significant direct impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project, as discussed above, also serve as the Proposed Project’s cumulative 
impact. 

The recommended mitigation measures would ensure that GHG emissions from buildout of  the Proposed 
Project would be minimized. However, additional statewide measures would be necessary to reduce GHG 
emissions under the Proposed Project to meet the long-term GHG reduction goals under Executive 
Order S-03-05, which identified a goal to reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent of  1990 levels by 2050. Based 
on SCAQMD’s 2020 efficiency target, this would equate to 1.3 MTCO2e/SP by 2050. The buildout GHG 
emissions inventory for the Proposed Project would generate 5.4 MTCO2e/SP and would exceed this long-
term goal by 4.1 MTCO2e/SP. At this time, there is no plan past 2020 that achieves the long-term GHG 
reduction goal established under S-03-05. As identified by the California Council on Science and Technology, 
the State cannot meet the 2050 goal without major advances in technology (CCST 2012). Since no additional 
statewide measures are currently available, cumulative GHG emissions impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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5.7.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
State 

 California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) 

 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375) 

 Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets (Executive Order S-3-05) 

 Clean Car Standards – Pavley (AB 1493) 

 Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Act of  1989 (AB 939) 

 California Mandatory Commercial Recycling Law (AB 341) 

 California Advanced Clean Cars CARB (Title 13 CCR) 

 Low-Emission Vehicle Program – LEV III (Title 13 CCR) 

 Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Measure (Title 17 CCR) 

 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Title 17 CCR) 

 California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of  2006 (AB 1881) 

 California Water Conservation Act of  2009 (SBX7-7) 

 Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). 

 Airborne Toxics Control Measure to Limit School Bus Idling and Idling at Schools (13 CCR 2480) 

 Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fuel Commercial Vehicle Idling (13 CCR 2485) 

 In-Use Off-Road Diesel Idling Restriction (13 CCR 2449) 

 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6) 

 California Green Building Code (Title 24, Part 11) 

 Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 20) 

Local 

 Low Impact Development Standards (County Code Chapter 12.84) 

 Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse (County Code Chapter 20.87) 

 Carryout Bags (County Code Chapter 12.85) 

 Green Building Standards Code (County Code Chapter 31) 

5.7.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  regulatory requirements and standard conditions of  approval, the following impact 
would be less than significant: 5.7-2. 

Without mitigation, the following impact would be potentially significant: 
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 Impact 5.7-1 Buildout of  the Proposed Project would result in a substantial increase in GHG 
emissions compared to existing conditions and would also not meet the long-term 
GHG reduction goal under Executive Order S-03-05. 

5.7.8 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.7-1 

GHG-1 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following implementation actions, consistent 
with the CCAP measures drafted in the Final Unincorporated Los Angeles County 
Community Climate Action Plan 2020, in the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation 
Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of  
Executive Order S-03-05: 

 Require new residential and now residential buildings within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan to achieve the Tier 1 energy standards within California Green Building Standards 
Code (Title 24, Part 11). The voluntary Tier 1 CALGreen requires a 15 percent increase 
in energy efficiency compared to the Building and Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, 
Part 6). Architectural building plans shall be submitted to the County that identify 
features that achieve the Tier 1 energy standards (corresponding CCAP Measure BE-1). 

 Require that new residential and non-residential building be constructed to 
accommodate roof-top solar installation. Architectural building plans shall be submitted 
to the County shall identify this requirement (corresponding CCAP Measure BE-3). 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall identify bicycle end-trip facilities, including bike parking and 
lockers. The location of  the bicycle storage shall be specified on site plans and verified 
by Department of  Regional Planning prior to building permit issuance (corresponding 
CCAP Measure LUT-1). 

 Require installation of  Level 2 (240 volt) electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities at 
County-owned public venues (e.g., hospitals, beaches, stand-alone parking facilities, 
cultural institutions, and other facilities) within the Antelope Valley Area Plan and ensure 
that at least one-third of  these charging stations will be available for visitor use 
(corresponding CCAP Measure LUT-8). 

GHG-2 The County of  Los Angeles shall include the following additional implementation actions in 
the Antelope Valley Area Plan Implementation Plan (Chapter 8) to ensure progress toward 
meeting the long-term GHG reduction goals of  Executive Order S-03-05: 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  residential development, 
the property owner/developer shall indicate on plans that garage and/or car port 
parking are electrically wired to accommodate a Level 2 (240 volt) EV charging. The 
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location of  the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans, and proper 
installation shall be verified by Department of  Public Works prior to issuance of  a 
Certificate of  Occupancy. 

 Prior to issuance of  building permits for new construction of  non-residential 
development of  100,000 building square feet or more within the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan, the applicant shall indicate on plans that Level 2 EV vehicle charging stations will 
be provided for public use. The location of  the EV station(s) shall be specified on 
building plans, and proper installation shall be verified by the Department of  Public 
Works prior to issuance of  a Certificate of  Occupancy. 

5.7.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.7-1 

The goals and policies of  the Proposed Project in addition to Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2 
would ensure that GHG emissions from buildout of  the Proposed Project would be minimized. However, 
additional statewide measures would be necessary to reduce GHG emissions under the Proposed Project to 
meet the long-term GHG reduction goals under Executive Order S-03-05, which identified a goal to reduce 
GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. CARB is currently updating the Scoping Plan to 
identify additional measures to achieve the long-term GHG reduction targets. At this time, there is no plan 
past 2020 that achieves the long-term GHG reduction goal established under S-03-05. As identified by the 
California Council on Science and Technology, the state cannot meet the 2050 goal without major 
advancements in technology (CCST 2012). Since no additional statewide measures are currently available, 
Impact 5.7-1 would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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5.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
This section of  the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) discusses the environmental setting and 
evaluates the potential impacts in the Project Area that could result from implementation of  the Proposed 
Area Plan and associated actions (Proposed Project) related to hazardous materials, airport hazards, 
emergency response plans, and wildland fires. Appropriate mitigation measures or standard conditions are 
included as necessary. 

5.8.1 Environmental Setting 
5.8.1.1 TERMINOLOGY 

Hazardous materials refer generally to hazardous substances that exhibit corrosive, poisonous, flammable, 
and/or reactive properties and have the potential to harm human health and/or the environment. Hazardous 
materials are used in products (e.g., household cleaners, industrial solvents, paint, pesticides, etc.) and in the 
manufacturing of  products (e.g., electronics, newspapers, plastic products, etc.). Hazardous materials can 
include petroleum, natural gas, synthetic gas, acutely toxic chemicals, and other toxic chemicals that are used 
in agriculture, commercial, and industrial uses; businesses; hospitals; and households. Accidental releases of  
hazardous materials have a variety of  causes, including highway incidents, warehouse fires, train derailments, 
shipping accidents, and industrial incidents. 

The term “hazardous materials” as used in this section include all materials defined in the California Health 
and Safety Code (H&SC): 

A material that, because of  its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical 
characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety 
or to the environment if  released into the workplace or the environment. ‘Hazardous 
materials’ include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous waste, and 
any material that a handler or the unified program agency has a reasonable basis for 
believing that it would be injurious to the health and safety of  persons or harmful to the 
environment if  released into the workplace or the environment. 

The term includes chemicals regulated by the United States Department of  Transportation (DOT), the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the California Department of  Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC), the California Governor’s Office of  Emergency Services, and other agencies as hazardous 
materials, wastes, or substances. “Hazardous waste” is any hazardous material that has been discarded, except 
those materials specifically excluded by regulation. Hazardous materials that have been intentionally disposed 
of  or inadvertently released, fall within the definition of  “discarded” materials and can result in the creation 
of  hazardous waste. Hazardous wastes are broadly characterized by their ignitability, toxicity, corrosivity, 
reactivity, radioactivity, or bioactivity. Federal and state hazardous waste definitions are similar, but contain 
enough distinctions that separate classifications are in place for federal Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes and state non-RCRA hazardous wastes. Hazardous wastes require special 
handling and disposal because of  their potential to impact public health and the environment. Some materials 
are designated “acutely” or “extremely” hazardous under relevant statutes and regulations. 
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5.8.1.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Hazardous materials and wastes can pose a significant actual or potential hazard to human health and the 
environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Many federal, 
state, and local programs that regulate the use, storage, and transportation of  hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste are in place to prevent these unwanted consequences. These regulatory programs are 
designed to reduce the danger that hazardous substances may pose to people and businesses under normal 
daily circumstances and as a result of  emergencies and disasters. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 

Federal hazardous waste laws are generally promulgated under RCRA. These laws provide for the “cradle to 
grave” regulation of  hazardous wastes. Any business, institution, or other entity that generates hazardous 
waste is required to identify and track its hazardous waste from the point of  generation until it is recycled, 
reused, or disposed. DTSC is responsible for implementing the RCRA program as well as California’s own 
hazardous waste laws, which are collectively known as the Hazardous Waste Control Law. Under the Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPA) program, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) has 
in turn delegated enforcement authority to the County of  Los Angeles (County) for state law regulating 
hazardous waste producers or generators. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act and the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 

Congress enacted CERCLA, commonly known as Superfund, on December 11, 1980. CERCLA established 
prohibitions and requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites; provided for liability 
of  persons responsible for releases of  hazardous waste at these sites; and established a trust fund to provide 
for cleanup when no responsible party could be identified. SARA amended the CERCLA on October 17, 
1986. SARA stressed the importance of  permanent remedies and innovative treatment technologies in 
cleaning up hazardous waste sites; required Superfund actions to consider the standards and requirements 
found in other state and federal environmental laws and regulations; provided new enforcement authorities 
and settlement tools; increased state involvement in every phase of  the Superfund program; increased the 
focus on human health problems posed by hazardous waste sites; encouraged greater citizen participation in 
making decisions on how sites should be cleaned up; and increased the size of  the trust fund to $8.5 billion. 

Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act  

The EPCRA, also known as SARA Title III, was enacted in October 1986. This law requires any 
infrastructure at the state and local levels to plan for chemical emergencies. Reported information is then 
made publicly available so that interested parties may become informed about potentially dangerous 
chemicals in their community. EPCRA Sections 301 through 312 are administered by EPA’s Office of  
Emergency Management. EPA’s Office of  Information Analysis and Access implements the EPCRA 
Section 313 program. In California, SARA Title III is implemented through CalARP. 
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Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

DOT regulates hazardous materials transportation under Title 49 CFR. State agencies that have primary 
responsibility for enforcing federal and state regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation 
emergencies are the California Highway Patrol and the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans). 
These agencies also govern permitting for hazardous materials transportation. Title 49 CFR reflects laws 
passed by Congress as of  January 2, 2006. 

Federal Response Plan 

The Federal Response Plan of  1999 is a signed agreement among 27 federal departments and agencies, 
including the American Red Cross, that: 1) provides the mechanism for coordinating delivery of  federal 
assistance and resources to augment efforts of  state and local governments overwhelmed by a major disaster 
or emergency; 2) supports implementation of  the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief  and Emergency Act, as 
well as individual agency statutory authorities; and 3) supplements other federal emergency operations plans 
developed to address specific hazards. The Federal Response Plan is implemented in anticipation of  a 
significant event likely to result in a need for federal assistance or in response to an actual event requiring 
federal assistance under a Presidential declaration of  a major disaster or emergency. 

California Health and Safety Code and Code of Regulations 

California Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95 and 19 California Code of  Regulations Section 2729 set out 
the minimum requirements for business emergency plans and chemical inventory reporting. These regulations 
require businesses to provide emergency response plans and procedures, training program information, and a 
hazardous material chemical inventory disclosing hazardous materials stored, used, or handled on site. A 
business that uses hazardous materials or a mixture containing hazardous materials must establish and 
implement a business plan if  the hazardous material is handled in certain quantities. 

California Education Code (CEC) 

The CEC establishes the law for California public education. CEC requires that the DTSC be involved in the 
environmental review process for the proposed acquisition and/or construction of  school properties that will 
use state funding. The CEC requires a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment be completed prior to 
acquiring a school site or engaging in a construction project. Depending on the outcome of  the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, a Preliminary Environmental Assessment and remediation may be required. 
The CEC also requires potential, future school sites that are proposed within two miles of  an airport to be 
reviewed by Caltrans Division of  Aeronautics. If  Caltrans does not support the proposed site, no state or 
local funds can be used to acquire the site or construct the school. 

California State Aeronautics Act 

The State Aeronautics Act is implemented by Caltrans Division of  Aeronautics. The purpose of  this Act is to: 
1) foster and promote safety in aeronautics; 2) ensure the State provides laws and regulations relating to aeronautics 
are consistent with federal aeronautics laws and regulations; 3) assure that persons residing in the vicinity of  
airports are protected against intrusions by unreasonable levels of  aircraft noise; and 4) develop informational 
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programs to increase the understanding of  current air transportation issues. Caltrans Division of  Aeronautics 
issues permits for and annually inspects hospital heliports and public-use airports, makes recommendations 
regarding proposed school sites within two miles of  an airport runway, and authorizes helicopter landing sites 
at/near schools. 

California Building Code 

The State of  California provided a minimum standard for building design through the 2013 California 
Building Code (CBC), which is located in Part 2 of  Title 24 of  the California Code of  Regulations (CCR). 
The 2013 CBC is based on the International Building Code, but has been modified for California conditions. 
It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, subject to further modification based on local 
conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are plan-checked by local city and county building officials 
for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire safety requirements of  the CBC include: the installation of  
sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the establishment of  fire resistance standards for fire doors, building 
materials, and particular types of  construction; and the clearance of  debris and vegetation within a prescribed 
distance from occupied structures in wildlife hazard areas. 

California Fire Code (2010) 

California Code of  Regulations, Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code, contains the 
California Fire Code (CFC), included as Part 9 of  that title. Updated every three years, the CFC includes 
provisions and standards for emergency planning and preparedness, fire service features, fire protection 
systems, hazardous materials, fire flow requirements, and fire hydrant locations and distribution. The Los 
Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD) provides fire protection services in the Project Area and as 
such, implements and enforces the CFC in the Project Area. 

Asbestos-Containing Materials Regulations 

State-level agencies, in conjunction with the EPA and OSHA, regulate removal, abatement, and transport 
procedures for asbestos-containing materials. Releases of  asbestos from industrial, demolition, or 
construction activities are prohibited by these regulations and medical evaluation and monitoring is required 
for employees performing activities that could expose them to asbestos. Additionally, the regulations include 
warnings that must be heeded and practices that must be followed to reduce the risk for asbestos emissions 
and exposure. Finally, federal, state, and local agencies must be notified prior to the onset of  demolition or 
construction activities with the potential to release asbestos. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 

The EPA prohibited the use of  PCBs in the majority of  new electrical equipment starting in 1979, and 
initiated a phase-out for much of  the existing PCB-containing equipment. The inclusion of  PCBs in electrical 
equipment and the handling of  those PCBs are regulated by the provisions of  the Toxic Substances Control 
Act, 15 U.S.C. § 2601 et seq. Relevant regulations include labeling and periodic inspection requirements for 
certain types of  PCB-containing equipment and outline highly specific safety procedures for their disposal. 
The State likewise regulates PCB-laden electrical equipment and materials contaminated above a certain 
threshold as hazardous waste; these regulations require that such materials be treated, transported, and 
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disposed accordingly. At lower concentrations for non-liquids, regional water quality control boards may 
exercise discretion over the classification of  such wastes. 

Lead-Based Paint  

Cal OSHA’s Lead in Construction Standard is contained in Title 8, Section 1532.1 of  the California Code of  
Regulations. The regulations address all of  the following areas: permissible exposure limits; exposure 
assessment; compliance methods; respiratory protection; protective clothing and equipment; housekeeping; 
medical surveillance; medical removal protection; employee information, training, and certification; signage; 
record keeping; monitoring; and agency notification. 

5.8.1.3 REGULATORY AGENCIES 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

The EPA is the primary federal agency that regulates hazardous materials and waste. In general, the EPA 
works to develop and enforce regulations that implement environmental laws enacted by Congress. The 
agency is responsible for researching and setting national standards for a variety of  environmental programs 
and delegates to states and Native American tribes the responsibility for issuing permits and for monitoring 
and enforcing compliance. EPA programs promote handling hazardous wastes safely, cleaning up 
contaminated land, and reducing waste volumes through such strategies as recycling. California falls under the 
jurisdiction of  EPA Region 9. Under the authority of  RCRA and in cooperation with state and tribal partners, 
the EPA Region 9 Waste Management and Superfund Divisions manage programs for site environmental 
assessment and cleanup, hazardous and solid waste management, and underground storage tanks. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

The Cal/EPA was created in 1991 by Governor Executive Order W-5-91. Several state regulatory boards, 
departments, and offices were placed under the Cal/EPA umbrella to create a cabinet-level voice for the 
protection of  human health and the environment and to assure the coordinated deployment of  state 
resources. Among those responsible for hazardous materials and waste management are the DTSC, 
Department of  Pesticide Regulation, and Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
Cal/EPA also oversees the unified hazardous waste and hazardous materials management regulatory program 
(Unified Program), which consolidates, coordinates and makes consistent the following six programs: 

 Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories (Business Plans) 

 Underground Storage Tank Program 

 Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Act 

 Hazardous Waste Generator and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment Programs 

 California Uniform Fire Code: Hazardous Material Management Plans and Inventory Statements 

 California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program. 
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California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

DTSC, which is a department of  Cal/EPA, is authorized to carry out the federal RCRA hazardous waste 
program in California to protect people from exposure to hazardous wastes. The department regulates 
hazardous waste, cleans up existing contamination, and looks for ways to control and reduce the hazardous 
waste produced in California, primarily under the authority of  RCRA and in accordance with the California 
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California H&SC Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control 
Regulations (Title 22, California Code of  Regulations (CCR), Divisions 4 and 4.5). Permitting, inspection, 
compliance, and corrective action programs ensure that people who manage hazardous waste follow state and 
federal requirements and other laws that affect hazardous waste specific to handling, storage, transportation, 
disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning. 

Certified Unified Program Agency 

A CUPA is a local agency that has been certified by Cal/EPA to implement the local Unified Program. The 
CUPA can be a county, city, or joint powers authority. A participating agency is a local agency that has been 
designated by the local CUPA to administer one or more Unified Programs within their jurisdiction on behalf  
of  the CUPA. A designated agency is a local agency that has not been certified by Cal/EPA to become a 
CUPA, but is the responsible local agency that would implement the six Unified Programs until they are 
certified. Currently, there are 83 CUPAs in California. The LACoFD is the certified CUPA for the Plan Area 
as well as many cities throughout Los Angeles County.  

5.8.1.4 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITES 

California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the Cal/EPA to compile, maintain, and update 
specified lists of  hazardous material release sites. CEQA Guidelines (California Public Resources Code 
Section 21092.6) require the lead agency to consult the lists compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 to determine whether the project and any alternatives are identified on any of  the following 
lists: 

 EPA NPL (National Priorities List): Lists all sites under the EPA’s Superfund program, which was 
established to fund cleanup of  contaminated sites that pose risk to human health and the environment. 

 EPA CERCLIS and Archived Sites: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Information System. List contains 15,000 sites nationally identified as hazardous sites. This 
would also involve a review for archived sites that have been removed from CERCLIS due to No Further 
Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) status. 

 EPA RCRIS (RCRAInfo): Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information System (RCRIS or 
RCRAInfo) is a national inventory system about hazardous waste handlers. Generators, transporters, 
handlers, and disposers of  hazardous waste are required to provide information for this database. 

 DTSC Cortese List: The DTSC maintains the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List as a 
planning document for use by the State and local agencies to comply with the CEQA requirements in 
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providing information about the location of  hazardous materials release sites. This list includes the Site 
Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program Database (CalSites). 

 DTSC HazNet: DTSC uses this database to track hazardous waste shipments. 

 SWRCB LUSTIS: Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System. The State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) maintains an inventory of  USTs and leaking USTs, which tracks unauthorized 
releases. 

The required lists of  hazardous material release sites are commonly referred to as the “Cortese List” after the 
legislator who authored the legislation. Because the statute was enacted more than 20 years ago, some of  the 
provisions refer to agency activities that were conducted many years ago and are no longer being 
implemented and, in some cases, the information to be included in the Cortese List does not exist. Those 
requesting a copy of  the Cortese Lists are now referred directly to the appropriate information resources 
contained on internet websites hosted by the boards or departments referenced in the statute, including 
DTSC’s online EnviroStor database and the SWRCB’s online GeoTracker database. These two databases 
include hazardous material release sites, along with other categories of  sites or facilities specific to each 
agency’s jurisdiction. A search of  commonly accessed online databases on July 22, 2014, identified the 
following information potentially relevant to proposed land uses changes due to adoption and 
implementation of  the Proposed Project. 

EnviroStor 

The EnviroStor database, maintained by the DTSC, identifies sites that have known contamination or sites 
for which there may be reasons to investigate further. The database includes federal Superfund sites (National 
Priorities List); state response sites, voluntary cleanup sites; school investigation and cleanup sites; corrective 
action sites; and tiered California permit sites. It also includes sites that are being investigated for suspected 
but unconfirmed contamination. A search of  this database, using zip codes within the Project Area, found a 
number of  these facilities in the Project Area, as shown in Table 5.8-1. 
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Table 5.8 1 EnviroStor Cleanup Program Sites in the Project Area 

Status Northwest1 Northeast2 Islands3 Southwest4 
Angeles National 

Forest5 Total 
School Investigation and School Cleanup Sites 
Certified or No Further 
Action 6 2 2 2 1 13 

Active, Inactive, or 
Referred to Other 
Agency 

1 0 0 0 1 2 

Subtotal 7 2 2 2 2 15 
Evaluation, Border Zone/Hazardous Waste Evaluation, or Military Evaluation Sites 
Certified, No Further 
Action, or Delisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Active, Backlog, Inactive, 
or Referred to Other 
Agency 

3 1 0 0 0 4 

Subtotal 3 1 0 0 0 4 
Federal Superfund, Corrective Action, State Response, or Voluntary Cleanup Sites 
Completed, Certified, No 
Further Action, or 
De-Listed 

0 1 0 0 0 1 

Active, Backlog, Inactive, 
or Referred to Other 
Agency 

1 0 0 0 0 1 

Subtotal 1 1 0 0 0 2 
Historical or Tiered Permit Sites 
Certified or No Further 
Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Active, Backlog, Inactive, 
or Referred to Other 
Agency 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 
Permitted – Operating, 
Interim Operating 
Permitted, and Post-
Closure Permitted 

1 0 0 0 0 1 

Historical – Non-
Operating 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 1 0 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL 12 4 2 2 2 22 
Source: DTSC2014. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public. 
1 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 91390, 93532, 93534, 93550, and 93551. 
2 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93535, 93543, 93544, 93553, 93563, and 93591. 
3 Unincorporated tracts of land surrounded by Lancaster and Palmdale, includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93534, 93535, 93536, and 93552.  
4 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 93510. 
5 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 92397. 
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GeoTracker 

The GeoTracker database, maintained by the SWRCB, lists a range of  types of  hazardous materials sites that 
could affect groundwater quality, including leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites, cleanup program 
sites, land disposal sites, and military sites. A search of  this database found, using zip codes within the Project 
Area, found a number of  these facilities, as shown in Table 5.8-2. 

Table 5.8-2 GeoTracker Sites in the Project Area 

Status Northwest1 Northeast2 Islands3 Southwest4 
Angeles National 

Forest5 TOTAL 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Sites 
Open – Site Assessment or 
Open – Assessment and 
Interim Remedial Action 

21 17 1 0 0 39 

Open – Remediation or 
Open – Verification 
Monitoring 

2 1 0 0 0 3 

Open – Eligible for Closure 
or Open - Inactive 4 3 0 0 1 8 

Completed – Case Closed 5 5 9 4 11 34 
Subtotal 32 26 10 4 12 84 

Cleanup Program Sites 
Open – all open statuses 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Completed – Case Closed 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Subtotal 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Land Disposal Sites 
Open – all open statuses 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Completed – Case Closed 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Subtotal 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Military Sites: Military Cleanup Sites, Military Privatized Sites, and Military UST Sites 
Open – all open statuses 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Subtotal 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Registered Underground Storage Tank (UST) Sites 

Subtotal 19 22 15 4 3 63 
TOTAL 64 48 25 8 15 160 
Source: SWRCB 2014. http://www.geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. 
1 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 91390, 93532, 93534, 93550, and 93551. 
2 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93535, 93543, 93544, 93553, 93563, and 93591. 
3 Unincorporated tracts of land surrounded by Lancaster and Palmdale, includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93534, 93535, 93536, and 93552.  
4 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 93510. 
5 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 92397. 
 

Hazardous Waste Generators 

Large quantity generators are those that generate 1,000 kilograms per month or more of  hazardous waste, or 
more than 1 kilogram per month of  acutely hazardous waste. Small quantity generators generate from 100 to 
999 kilograms per month of  hazardous waste. A search of  the RCRA Info database, maintained by the EPA, 
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using zip codes within the Project Area, found a number of  hazardous waste generators, as shown in Table 
5.8-3. 

Table5.8-3 Hazardous Waste Generators in the Project Area 
Area Large Quantity Generators Small Quantity Generators Total 

Northwest1 6 12 18 
Northeast2 2 8 10 
Islands3 0 14 14 
Southwest4 1 6 7 
Angeles National Forest5 1 4 5 

Total 10 44 54 
Source: US EPA 2014. http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/inforesources/online/index.htm 
1 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 91390, 93532, 3534, 93550, and 93551. 
2 Includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93535, 93543, 93544, 93553, 93563, and 93591. 
3 Unincorporated tracts of land surrounded by Lancaster and Palmdale which includes part or all of Zip Code areas 93534, 93535, 93536, and 93552. 
4 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 93510. 
5 Includes part or all of Zip Code area 92397. 

 

The most notable of  sites identified on these various lists of  hazardous waste facilities is Air Force Plant 42, 
which is located in the southwestern portion of  the Antelope Valley and covers 5,832 acres. The Air Force 
leases separate plants to various contractors to develop, manufacture, maintain, and flight-test various aircraft. 
Five of  the plant sites house contractor-operated aircraft assembly facilities. The three other plant sites are 
used for general administration, operations, maintenance, and warehouse activities. Two neighboring aircraft 
manufacturing facilities not owned by the Air Force also share use of  the airfields at Air Force Plant 42. 

5.8.1.5 AIRPORT HAZARDS 

There are 15 public use airports within the boundaries of  Los Angeles County Airport Land Use 
Commission’s (ALUC’s) jurisdiction, which is coterminous with Los Angeles County.1 Five are County-
owned, nine are owned by other public entities, and one is privately owned. Only two of  these airports are 
near the Project Area: General William J. Fox Airfield (Fox Airfield) in Lancaster and Palmdale Regional 
Airport in Palmdale. Neither of  these airports is located within the Project Area. However, the airport 
influence area for Fox Airfield extends into the Project Area. 

Assembly Bill 2776, which went into effect January 1, 2004, defines an “airport influence area” as the area 
where airport-related factors “may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on those uses as 
determined by an airport land use commission.” The California Public Utilities Code establishes airport land 
use commissions in every county to provide for the orderly development of  air transportation and ensure 
compatible land uses around airports that are open to public use. According to the State Division of  
Aeronautics, the airport influence area is usually the planning area designated by an airport land use 
commission for each airport. 

                                                      
 
1 Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Los Angeles County. http://planning.lacounty.gov/aluc. 
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The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) provides guidance related to the 
placement of  land uses near the aforementioned airports. These recommendations are based on a variety of  
factors, including those related to noise, safety, and aircraft movement. In addition to the identification of  
land use compatibility issues, the ALUCP identifies notification disclosure areas around each airport.  

In 1991, the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Committee (ALUC) adopted a comprehensive Los 
Angeles County ALUCP that covers all airports within its jurisdiction except for General William J. Fox 
Airfield, which has its own ALUCP. The ALUC has begun implementing a plan to develop individual 
ALUCPs for each airport in Los Angeles County. 

5.8.1.6 EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS 

Emergency response plans include elements to maintain continuity of  government, emergency functions of  
governmental agencies, mobilization and application of  resources, mutual aid, and public information. 
Emergency response plans are maintained at the federal, State, and local level for all types of  disasters, 
including human-made and natural. It is the responsibility of  government to undertake an ongoing 
comprehensive approach to emergency management in order to avoid or minimize the effects of  hazardous 
events. Local governments have the primary responsibility for preparedness and response activities. 

The Los County Office of  Emergency Management (OEM) maintains the Los Angeles County Operational 
Area Emergency Response Plan and the County of  Los Angeles All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. OEM leads and 
coordinates disaster plans and disaster preparedness exercises for all cities and 288 special districts in Los 
Angeles County. 

5.8.1.7 WILDFIRE HAZARDS 

The Project Area is predominantly rural and either undeveloped or occupied by government uses (such as 
National Forests). A smaller portion of  land is occupied by single-family uses, military facilities, farmland, and 
regional parks. Remaining land uses each occupy less than 1 percent each of  total land area. They include 
multi-family residential, commercial, office, industrial, golf  courses, schools, and miscellaneous uses. A vast 
majority of  unincorporated areas in the San Gabriel Mountains is within the Angeles National Forest and is 
undeveloped. 

Fire Hazard Severity Areas in Los Angeles County are designated by the California Department of  Forestry 
and Fire Prevention, and by the LACoFD within cities. Fire hazard severity zone levels range from Moderate 
to Very High. Fire hazard severity zones are designated in three types of  areas based on what level of  
government is financially responsible for preventing and suppressing wildfires: 

 Federal Responsibility Areas (FRAs): The federal government is financially responsible for wildfire 
suppression. Within the District, the Angeles National Forest and federal land in the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area are FRAs. 
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 State Responsibility Areas (SRAs): The state is financially responsible for wildfire suppression. Within 
the District, SRAs are in outlying areas such as the Santa Susana Mountains, foothills of  the San Gabriel 
Mountains, and parts of  the Santa Monica Mountains. 

 Local Responsibility Areas (LRAs): Cities or the County are financially responsible for wildfire 
suppression. LRAs in Los Angeles County include foothills of  the Santa Susana and San Gabriel 
Mountains, and in the Verdugo Mountains, Santa Monica Mountains, Hollywood Hills, San Rafael Hills, 
Puente Hills, and in other hills in the central Los Angeles area (see Figure 5.8-1, Fire Hazard Severity Zones). 

5.8.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 

H-1 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of  hazardous materials. 

H-2 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of  hazardous materials into the environment. 

H-3 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substance, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of  an existing or proposed school. 

H-4 Be located on a site which is included on a list of  hazardous materials compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment. 

H-5 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of  a public airport or public use airport, would result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the Project Area. 

H-6 For a project in the vicinity of  a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the Project Area. 

H-7 Impair implementation of  or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. 

H-8 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of  loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to the urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands. 



FIGURE 5.8-1
5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
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Antelope Valley Project Area
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5.8.3 Relevant Area Plan Goals and Policies 
The following is a list of  the goals and policies of  the Proposed Project that would reduce potentially adverse 
effects concerning hazards and hazardous materials. 

Public Safety, Services and Facilities Element 

Fire Hazards 

Goal PS 1: Protection of  the public through fire hazard planning and mitigation. 

 Policy PS 1.1: Limit the amount of  potential master-planned development in Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones through appropriate land use designations with very low residential densities as indicated 
in the Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 1.2: Require that all new developments provide sufficient access for emergency vehicles and 
sufficient evacuation routes for residents and animals. 

 Policy PS 1.3: Promote fire prevention measures, such as brush clearance and the creation of  defensible 
space, to reduce fire protection costs. 

 Policy PS 1.4: Provide strict enforcement of  the Fire Code and all Fire Department policies and 
regulations. 

Disaster Preparedness and Emergency Response 

Goal PS 6: Government officials work with community members to promote community safety. 

 Policy PS 6.1: Ensure safety information is available at local public areas. 

 Policy PS 6.2: Encourage residents and business owners to create an evacuation plan and maintain 
emergency supplies. 

 Policy PS 6.3: Promote the formation and coordination of  Certified Emergency Response Teams. 

 Policy PS 6.4: Provide assistance to local communities that wish to create a local emergency evacuation 
plan. 

 Policy PS 6.5: Strengthen coordination and collaboration between citizens, public agencies, and non-
profit groups to plan for disaster response. 

 Policy PS 6.6: Develop an inclusive master emergency plan that designates evacuation routes, emergency 
relief  centers, emergency animal keeping shelters, and information centers in every Antelope Valley 
community. 
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5.8.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance for potentially significant impacts. The 
applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement. 

Impact 5.8.1: Buildout in accordance with the Proposed Project would involve the routine transport, use, 
and/or disposal of hazardous materials. [Threshold H-1, H-2, and H-3] 

Impact Analysis: Implementation of  the Proposed Project would result in land uses in the Project Area that 
typically involve the use, storage, disposal, and transportation of  hazardous materials, such as fuels, lubricants, 
solvents and degreasers, and paints. Hazardous materials in various forms can cause death, serious injury, 
long-lasting health effects, and damage to buildings, homes, and other property. Many products containing 
hazardous chemicals are also used and stored in homes routinely. Varying quantities of  hazardous materials 
are manufactured, used, or stored at facilities in the Project Area. Hazardous materials come in the form of  
commercial cleaners, solvents, paints, landscape maintenance materials, pressurized gases, petroleum 
products, and others. 

Additionally, the transportation of  hazardous materials/waste may increase as a direct result of  increased 
hazardous materials/waste usage within Los Angeles County. As shown in Table 5.8.1, there are 18 hazardous 
waste facilities that service the Project Area. Hazardous materials/waste sources are located throughout the 
Project Area as shown in Tables 5.8.1 and 5.8.2. The transportation of  hazardous materials/waste occurs 
mostly along major roadways in the Project Area; however, because hazardous materials/waste sources could 
occur anywhere in the geographic area, any roadway could be used to transport hazardous materials/waste. 
Therefore, it is likely that the transportation of  hazardous materials/waste would cross through or pass by all 
land use types in the Project Area, including residential and other sensitive land uses. An increase in 
hazardous materials usage and transport could result in adverse environmental effects. 

Numerous federal, state, and local regulations exist that require strict adherence to specific guidelines 
regarding the use, transportation, and disposal of  hazardous materials. Regulations that would be required of  
those transporting, using or disposing of  hazardous materials include RCRA, which provides “cradle to 
grave” regulation of  hazardous wastes; CERCLA, which regulates closed and abandoned hazardous waste 
sites; the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, which governs hazardous materials transportation on 
U.S. roadways; IFC, which creates procedures and mechanisms to ensure the safe handling and storage of  
hazardous materials; Title 22, which regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, storage and disposal 
of  hazardous waste; CCR Title 27, which regulates the treatment, storage and disposal of  solid wastes; and 
the County Consolidated Fire Code, which regulates hazardous materials and hazardous substance releases. 
For development within the State of  California, Government Code Section 65850.2 requires that no final 
certificate of  occupancy or its substantial equivalent be issued unless there is verification that the owner or 
authorized agent has met, or is meeting, the applicable requirements of  the Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Article 2, Sections 25500 through 25520. 

LACoFD is the CUPA for the County and is responsible for enforcing Chapter 6.95 of  the Health and Safety 
Code. As the CUPA, LACoFD is required to regulate hazardous materials business plans and chemical 
inventory, hazardous waste and tiered permitting, underground storage tanks, and risk-management plans. 
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The Hazardous Materials Business Plan is required to contain basic information on the location, type, 
quantity, and health risks of  hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed of  on development sites. The plan 
also contains an emergency-response plan, which describes the procedures for mitigating a hazardous release, 
procedures, and equipment for minimizing the potential damage of  a hazardous materials release, and 
provisions for immediate notification of  the County Hazard Materials Division, the Office of  Emergency 
Services, and other emergency-response personnel, such as the local Fire Agency having jurisdiction. 
Implementation of  the emergency response plan facilitates rapid response in the event of  an accidental spill 
or release, thereby reducing potential adverse impacts. Furthermore, the LACoFD is required to conduct 
ongoing routine inspections to ensure compliance with existing laws and regulations; to identify safety 
hazards that could cause or contribute to an accidental spill or release; and to suggest preventative measures 
to minimize the risk of  a spill or release of  hazardous substances. 

The County, in conjunction with its many emergency services partners, has prepared a Local All-Hazards 
Mitigation Plan that sets strategies for coping with the natural and man-made hazards faced by residents. The 
plan is a compilation of  information from County departments correlated with known and projected hazards 
that face Southern California. The plan complies with and has been approved by FEMA and the Governor’s 
Office of  Emergency Services (OES). The plan has been formally adopted by the Los Angeles County Board 
of  Supervisors for use in the development of  specific hazard mitigation proposals that have a high cost-
benefit ratio. 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project would involve an increase in the transport, use, and disposal of  
hazardous materials. However, any future development and use of  land uses, as designated under the 
Proposed Project, would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations related to 
hazardous materials. Required compliance with these regulations would ensure impacts related to transport, 
use and disposal of  hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

Impact 5.8-2: Some areas within the Project Area are included on a list of hazardous materials sites. 
[Threshold H-4] 

Impact Analysis: As depicted in Tables 5.8.1 and 5.8.2, several sites within the Project Area are listed on 
hazardous materials databases complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Some of  the sites 
are listed as closed, indicating that they have been investigated and/or remediated to the satisfaction of  the 
lead responsible agency based on land use at the time of  closure. The Proposed Project would facilitate new 
development, including residential, mix-use, commercial, parks, and recreational open spaces, within the 
Project Area. Some of  the new development could occur on properties that may be contaminated. 
Construction of  new buildings during site grading and excavation operation and demolition of  existing 
structures likewise could potentially result in the release of  hazardous building materials (asbestos, lead paint, 
etc.) into the environment. Use of  hazardous materials on newly developed properties after construction 
could potentially include cleaning solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the regular 
maintenance and operation of  the proposed uses. 

Federal and state regulations exist that prevent or reduce hazards to the public and environment from existing 
hazardous materials sites. These include, but are not limited to, the following: 1) CERCLA, which regulates 
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closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites; 2) Preliminary Remediation Goals, which establish tools for 
evaluating and cleaning up contaminated sites; 3) Cortese List, which provides information about the location 
of  hazardous materials release sites; and 4) California Human Health Screening Levels, which evaluate sites 
with potential human health concerns. 

Under implementation of  the Proposed Project, land uses and development may be located on a site such as 
those pursuant to Government Code 65962.5, burn dump sites, active, abandoned or closed landfills, areas 
with historic or current agriculture, or areas with petroleum contamination. However, compliance with 
applicable existing regulations and processes would ensure that the Proposed Project would not result in a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment from future development on existing hazardous materials 
sites. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact associated with existing 
hazardous materials sites. 

Impact 5.8-3: Some areas within the Project Area are located in the vicinity of an airport or within the 
jurisdiction of an Airport Land Use Plan. [Thresholds H-5 and H-6] 

Impact Analysis: Buildout of  the Proposed Project would involve new development and redevelopment on 
parcels within the plan areas of  the comprehensive Los Angeles County ALUCP—which includes Palmdale 
Regional Airport—and the ALUCP for the General William J. Fox Airfield. However, future development 
under the Proposed Project would be required to be consistent with any applicable ALUCP. Furthermore, 
compliance with policies included in the Land Use Element and Public Safety, Services and Facilities Element 
of  the Proposed Area Plan related to land use compatibility would ensure that development would not 
conflict with airport land use plans. In particular, Policy ED 1.2 requires that new land uses near Palmdale 
Regional Airport be compatible with the airport and not “restrict or prohibit future expansion of  the 
airport.” Policy LU 3.6 limits new residential uses in airport influence areas and near military land. 

The County's ALUCP provides guidance related to the placement of  land uses near airports. These 
recommendations are based on a variety of  factors, including those related to noise, safety, and aircraft 
movement. In addition to the identification of  land use compatibility issues, the ALUCP identifies 
notification disclosure areas around each airport. These ALUCPs are largely based on requirements provided 
by the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, which was developed using FAA regulations that 
establish compatible land use and density criteria from recorded crash patterns.  

Some land uses designated under the Proposed Project would be more likely to result in public airport safety 
hazards than others. For example, areas designated as residential and commercial would be likely to 
continually contain high concentrations of  people. If  such land uses are in areas adjacent to public airport 
operations, public airport hazards would be considered potentially significant. In contrast, open space 
recreation or open space conservation land use designations would generally not accommodate high density 
populations. Therefore, impacts from public airport hazards in areas with open space land use designations 
would generally not occur. 

Federal and state regulations exist that prevent hazards to the public and environment near public airports. 
These include FAA regulations, which establish safety standards for civil aviation, and the State Aeronautics 
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Act, which establishes air safety standards. In addition, the County requires that development projects near 
public airports comply with any applicable ALUCP. 

Implementation of  the Proposed Project may result in land use designations that allow development within two 
miles of  a public airport, private airstrip, or heliport. However, existing FAA regulations, County policies and 
regulations, and Proposed Project goals and policies are intended to identify and properly address potential airport 
hazards prior to implementation of  specific projects within the Project Area. Therefore, potential impacts 
associated with public airports, private airstrips, and heliports are less than significant. 

Impact 5.8-4: The Proposed Project could affect the implementation of an emergency response or 
evacuation plan. [Threshold H-7] 

Impact Analysis: Continued growth and development associated with implementation of  the Proposed 
Project has the potential to strain the emergency response and recovery capabilities of  federal, state, and local 
governments. Coordination among various County departments is necessary to ensure adequate emergency 
response. 

The Office of  Emergency Management is responsible for organizing and directing the preparedness efforts 
of  the Emergency Management Organization of  Los Angeles County. The OEM is the day-to-day Los 
Angeles County Operational Area coordinator for the County. The emergency response plan for the Project 
Area is the Operational Area Emergency Response Plan (OAERP), which is prepared by OEM. The OAERP 
strengthens short and long-term emergency response and recovery capability, and identifies emergency 
procedures and emergency management routes in Los Angeles County. 

LACoFD provides fire, safety, and emergency medical services to the Project Area. Additionally, many cities 
within Los Angeles County utilize LACoFD services. LACoFD operates multiple divisions including Air and 
Wildland, Fire Prevention, and Forestry. In addition, the Health Hazardous Materials Division’s mission is to 
“protect the public health and the environment...from accidental releases and improper handling, storage, 
transportation, and disposal of  hazardous materials and wastes through coordinated efforts of  inspections, 
emergency response, enforcement, and site mitigation oversight.” 

The Los Angeles County Sheriff ’s Department (LASD) is the largest sheriff ’s department in the country. In 
addition to specialized services, the LASD is divided into 10 divisions, including the Office of  Homeland 
Security, which focuses on potential threats related to local homeland security issues, such as terrorism or 
bioterrorism. The LASD provides law enforcement services to more than one million people living within 
90 unincorporated communities, as well as to more than four million residents living within 40 contract cities. 
In addition, LASD provides law enforcement services to nine community colleges, Metro, and 48 Superior 
Courts. In addition to proactive enforcement of  criminal laws, the LASD also provides investigative, traffic 
enforcement, accident investigation, and community education functions. 

The Los Angeles region’s first responders currently use a patchwork of  often incompatible radio technologies and 
frequencies. This uncoordinated system means that neighboring agencies and systems cannot easily communicate 
with one another. The Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communication System (LA-RICS) is a modern, 
integrated wireless voice and data communication system designed and built to serve law-enforcement, fire-service 
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and health-service professionals throughout Los Angeles County. The new system will provide day-to-day 
communications within agencies and allow seamless interagency communications for responding to routine, 
emergency and catastrophic events. LA-RICS will replace the patchwork system with a single countywide network, 
improve overall traffic capacity and coverage, and provide a dedicated broadband network for first responders. 

Continued growth and development in Project Area will significantly affect the LACoFD and LASD operations. 
Coordination among various County departments is necessary to ensure adequate emergency response. Collaboration 
can also ensure that development occurs at a rate that keeps pace with service needs. In addition, several proposed 
policies of  the Proposed Project have been developed to address this potential hazard: 

 Policy PS 6.1: Ensure safety information is available at local public areas. 

 Policy PS 6.2: Encourage residents and business owners to create an evacuation plan and maintain 
emergency supplies. 

 Policy PS 6.3: Promote the formation and coordination of  Certified Emergency Response Teams. 

 Policy PS 6.4: Provide assistance to local communities that wish to create a local emergency evacuation 
plan. 

 Policy PS 6.5: Strengthen coordination and collaboration between citizens, public agencies, and non-
profit groups to plan for disaster response. 

 Policy PS 6.6: Develop an inclusive master emergency plan that designates evacuation routes, emergency 
relief  centers, emergency animal keeping shelters, and information centers in every Antelope Valley 
community. 

Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of  the Proposed Project goals and policies would 
ensure the risk of  impaired implementation or physical interference with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan is less than significant. 

Impact 5.8-5: Portions of the Project Area are within moderate, high, and very high fire hazard zones and 
could expose structures and/or residences to fire danger. [Threshold H-8] 

Impact Analysis: Los Angeles County faces major wildland fire threats due to its hilly terrain, dry weather 
conditions, and the nature of  its plant coverage. The at-risk areas are designated as Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones (FHSZs) per Government Code Sections 51175–51189. FHSZs in the Project Area are classified as 
Very High, High, and Moderate in State Responsibility Areas and Very High in Local and Federal 
Responsibility Areas. The Forestry Division of  the LACoFD designates the Very High FHSZs (VHFHSZs) 
in the local responsibility areas. 

In an effort to reduce the threats to lives and property, the LACoFD has instituted a variety of  regulatory 
programs and standards for vegetation management, pre-fire management and planning, fuel modification, 
and brush clearance. In addition to these programs, the LACoFD and the County Department of  Public 
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Works enforce fire and building codes related to development in VHFHSZs. The Fire Department has access 
requirements for single family residential uses built in VHFHSZs. Access requirements for all other uses built 
within VHFHSZs are determined on a case-by-case basis. 

The State Board of  Forestry and the California Department of  Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
have drafted a comprehensive document for wildland fire protection in California. The Fire Plan Unit of  
LACoFD is in charge of  implementing the California Fire Plan in Los Angeles County. The Strategic Fire 
Plan prepared by LACoFD identifies and prioritizes pre- and post-fire management strategies and tactics to 
reduce loss of  life, property, and natural resources. The plan is updated annually. 

Fuel modification plans are required for projects within areas designated as FHSZs within the State 
Responsibility Areas or VHFHSZs within the Local Responsibility areas, as described in Title 32, Fire Code, 
Section 4908 of  the County Code. The fuel modification plan identifies specific zones within a property that 
is subject to fuel modification. Vegetation management, as it relates to wildland fire, refers to the total or 
partial removal of  high-fire-hazard grasses, shrubs, or trees. This includes thinning to reduce the amount of  
fuel and modification of  vegetation arrangement and distribution to disrupt fire progress. The Vegetation 
Management Program (VMP) is a cost-sharing program that focuses on the use of  prescribed fire, hand 
crews, mechanical, biological and chemical means, for addressing wildland fire fuel hazards, habitat 
restoration, and other resource management issues on SRA and LRA lands. 

Although fires are a natural part of  the wildland ecosystem, development in wildland areas increases the 
danger of  wildfires to residents, property, and the environment. Although multiple regulations are in place to 
ensure that adequate infrastructure, such as peak load water supplies and necessary disaster routes are 
incorporated into new developments, older communities with aging and substandard infrastructure may face 
greater risks from wildland fires. In addition, current regulations cannot ensure that all developments that 
locate in VHFHSZs are protected from wildland fire threats. 

Goal PS 1: Protection of  the public through fire hazard planning and mitigation. 

 Policy PS 1.1: Limit the amount of  potential master-planned development in Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones through appropriate land use designations with very low densities, as indicated in the 
Land Use Policy Map (Map 2.1) of  this Area Plan. 

 Policy PS 1.2: Require that all new developments provide sufficient access for emergency vehicles and 
sufficient evacuation routes for residents and animals. 

 Policy PS 1.3: Promote fire prevention measures, such as brush clearance and the creation of  defensible 
space, to reduce fire protection costs. 

 Policy PS 1.4: Provide strict enforcement of  the Fire Code and all Fire Department policies and 
regulations. 
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The Proposed Project policies and conditions of  approval for future development projects within the Project 
Area, in addition to compliance with applicable regulations, will minimize Proposed Project impacts related to 
wildland fires. Consequently, the overall associated impacts would be less than significant. 

5.8.5 Cumulative Impacts 
In general, cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are more prevalent for commercial 
or industrial land uses. Hazardous material use or hazardous emissions would be cumulatively significant 
when the combined activities of  individual industrial or commercial businesses that use, transport, or dispose 
of  hazardous materials result in hazardous conditions. Cumulative impacts may also occur when multiple 
development projects disrupt existing hazardous materials sites in adjacent areas. Additionally, the 
transportation of  hazardous materials may increase as a direct result of  increased hazardous materials usage 
within Los Angeles County. Continued growth and development in Proposed Project Area will significantly affect 
the LACoFD and LASD operations. Any future development would be required to comply with applicable 
federal, state and local regulations related to hazardous materials, emergency response, wildland fires, and 
public airports, private airstrips, and heliports. Required compliance with these regulations would ensure impacts 
related to transport, use and disposal of  hazardous materials, would be less than significant. Required 
compliance with these regulations would ensure impacts related to transport, use and disposal of  hazardous 
materials, emergency response, wildland fires, and airports would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts 
related to hazards and hazardous materials would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.8.6 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of  1976, as amended by the Hazardous and Solid 

Waste Amendments of  1984 

 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of  1986 

 Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) 

 Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

 Government Code Section 65962.5 (a), Cortese List 

 California Health & Safety Code (H&SC), Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory 

 Title 14 Division 1.5 of  the California Code of  Regulations 

 Title 22 of  the California Code of  Regulations & Hazardous Waste Control Law, Chapter 6.5 

 Title 23 of  the California Code of  Regulations (CCR), Underground Storage Tank (UST) Act 
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 Title 27 of  the CCR, Solid Waste 

 California Health and Safety Code §25270 etc., Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act 

 SB 1889, Accidental Release Prevention Law/California Accidental Release Prevention Program 
(CalARP) 

 The Certified Uniform Program of  Los Angeles County 

 AQMD Rule 1403 (Asbestos Emission From Demolition/Renovation Activities) 

5.8.7 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Upon implementation of  and compliance with applicable requirements and standard conditions of  approval, 
Impacts 5.8.1 through 5.8.5 would all be less than significant. 

5.8.8 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

5.8.9 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials have been identified. 

5.8.10 References 
California Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2014. EnviroStor database. 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public. 

California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2014. GeoTracker database. 
http://www.geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. 

Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). 2014. Airports. 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/aluc. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2014. RCRA online database. 
http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/inforesources/online/index.htm. 
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